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Jh)i^ roport duscrllma th« r«8iilt«i of our' jocund tjt(i^tiWj,do ' i 
a4i)ti!>tiijunt of, (ftattoniatlca) Knowladudi Hkil h arui dttitMiltirH. 
Conducted as part of tho on-yolng Connecticut Assousniunt of 
tducdtlonal Progress (CAEP), tho niai^henmtlcs asspss^ 

in^nt' pf^vlda^ important ach1«V0ii>ont''lnfon)iatlon on the academic 
prof iciency bf ^t^udents in thi3^ area of riiathomatlcs. / 

The Connectlout Asses^ifnent of Educational Progress annually, ' 
tests a sample of Connecticut students in nrades 4, fl and M , 
In one or more .subject areas. Approximately 7,500 student* * 
2,500 at <iach' grade level - were randomly sol e'c ted- from 2i\2 *ii 
Connecticut PublTt Schools In U5 school districts tO' participate , 
In tho mathomatlc^ assessment. At the*samo-t1me, ower 15,000 - 
i^tudofits ^fironu33 school, districts and the 17 vocati onal -technical 
schools afso Sfclunteered to participate' In this assessment for 
their own purpose. 

The CAEP assessment *1s designed to provide results by size of ' 
community, sex and regions 'within the State. Where possible, 
National Assessment of Educational Pr6gress *{NAEP) Items' were 
used to provide comparisons with achievement levels of stMdents 
In the nation and fn the Northeast Region. Further, results on 
repeated Items.from the first Connecticut mathematlcfr. assessment 
In 1976*77 proride an Important review, of ^student progress over\ 
time. \ » . ' ^ 

Although the report reveals continuing and serious problems with 
certain mathematics skills, significant Improvement can be noted 
In others. Overall, longitudinal comparisons are encouraging In 
grade 4 where small but decided Improveirient Jws occurVed, Moreover, 
when examlned'in relation to the results oFroonnectl cut's Ninth 
Grade Proficiency Test, the assessment confirms a need for continued 
Improvement, and clearly Identifies specific areas of strengths and 
weaknesses. ^ ^ r« . , . 

jt^ * • ' ' ■ i • ■.. ' 

The results and reconineHclatlons cont/ilnod in this repcfrt assist the 
Statewide local school distrlc'ts In planning for curriculum improve- 
ment. At the state level, these results will be used to manl tor ' 
our progress* toward meeting the State Board Objectives for Public - 
Education and to develop^ programs of technical assistance to llocal 
school districts. I 

" , 1 ■ 

The 1979-80 Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress Inj 
mathematics was sponsored by the Connecticut State Deoartmenti ofj4 I 
Education^ conducted by the Mathematics Education Center of J- v 
the Univers'ity of Connecticut, and made possible by the time 1 
and effort of students, teachers and administrators throughout 1 
the state: The cooperation of all participants Is greatly 
appreciated.^ * ■ " // 
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4tii#iiii4«nt, h<i$ imi\ mii^Uii ikfUr the N4ttOM4l A^^t^iiiimetH of t^duciicioriiil 
Prog mi (NAtP), 

Ihn )9/9^UU n)iith«Hn4Cki 4ii<)iimdnt wA^ conUuctciU Uy t>m Mathematics 
tducdtlon C«nt«ir miU the Uureau of tilucational Ke^iearch, School of 
tducdtlon of the Unlverilty of Coimectkut (UCoriri) urulcr contract to 
the Connect i cut State Department of tUucatlon (CSIH ). A Statewltli:) 
Mathematfci Advhory ConiHlttee (SI^C) contiUtlnu of Connwcthut etUu 
cator^ worked with UConn and CSUL throughout the project. 

The (joaU of the l^/'i-HO iiiatheinatlcs assessment were: 

(1) to determine the performance In mathenfiitic^ of 
Connecticut public school students from the 
state as a whole^ from various regions of the 
state, and from various community sl/es; 

(2) to compare the ly/y-tiO perfonnance with the 
1976-// performance; 

(3) to compare the 19/9-UO performance of Connecticut 
students with that of students In the Northeast 
and In the nation; 

(4) to provide perfonnance data useful In making 
curriculum and Instruction decisions at both 
the state and local levels; 

»(5) to encourage local school districts to adopt 
. objective-referenced assessment instruments 
and procedures for evaluation and planning. 

The Statewide Mathem5l|cs Advisory Committee, In conjunction with CSDE 
and UConn, designed t*ee objective-referenced tests, one for each age/ 
grade level in^^the assessment. Test items were selected to measure the 
various objectives developed by SMAC. Wherever appropriate, items from 
the 1976-77 CAEP test and items from NAEP materials were included. In 
addition, SMAC developed student questionnaires to be administered with 
the tests. 



prawiitta i OiitiaM" im •nun iuv«ii aUi» i».t» c«m»4| «iBti lu ' 
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1 

Ihe CALI' watHwwatk'i a!Hie?i»m«nt wal de^lyned ai\ adaptation of th^ 
model used at the national i«v«| |>y NAU». Ihe first NAIP (nathumatlt » 
project ("NAtP 1") was conducted In I J, and a second ("NAtP V") 

NAtP has conducted both wathomatlcs ass«4s»ment^ with sa»^^)le!^ consUtin.i 
of 'J-yaar olds, IJ y«ar-oldS, and l/-year olds froin acrdu th« Un jtml 
iitates participating, Ih« »ampNi mr« selected In such a way that the 
results of the assessment* could be general l/«d to the national popu- 
lations of the participating acje groups, Thlrteen-year-olds were 
assessed by NAtP toward the b«ylnnln*j of the,,s|hool year; 9-year-olds 
at about mid-year; and l/-year-olds toward t>l» end of the school year. 
NAtP reported results for various groups within the national population 
including groups defined by sex, geographic region of the country, and 
the size of the community In which a school is located. 

A number of NAEP-2 Items were Included on the CAhP-i? Instruments In 
order to provide data for comparison of the perfomjance of Connecticut 
students with that of students in the Northeast and in the nation 
Such comparisons are presented In Part II of this report. 
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^i\MPLE SELECJION 

. ' ' ■ Vy " . ■ ■ ■ ' 

A sample of^^Connectlcut students at^'e^ch of the three age/grade levels 
* was tested. The CAEP program for 't979-80 included assessments in mathe- 
matics and in science. In an effort to minimize interruptions caused 
' by as^e^smgnt procedures to local school programs, it was agreed among 
.CSDE» UConri.^nd /National Evalliation Systems (contractor for the science 
assessment) xnat Natiphal Evaluation Systems would draw the samples for 
^ both assessmetnts iji such a manner ^s to assure that any given school 
would ndt be selected f or i)dth sartiples-; The sampling procedure and all 
subsequent procedures were designed to protect the anonymity of -all ^stu- 
dents, schools, arid school districts participating in the statewide 
sample.^ ^ _ ^ » ^ ! 1 

\ . •» . • , 

At each age/grade level, students were randomly selected for the sample- 

the basis of their school's location in Connecticut and the size of 
the town in which their school is located. Each geographic region and 
each size of community category was represented in a particular age/ 
grade sample proportionately to its representation in the state popu- 
lation of that age/grade group. ^ 

vThe map below shows the division of the state into regions based on the 
six Connecticut Regional Educational Services Centers. Each region is 
identified in the key below the map. 




• Location of office 



Regional Educational Services Concepts (through) Unified 
Effort (RESCUE) 

Cooperative Educational Services (CES) 
Capital Region Educational Council (CREC) 
Area Cooperative Educational Services (ACES) 
Project LEARN (LEARN) 

Northeast Area Regional Educational Services (NARES) 



Region 1 : 

Region 2: 
Region 3: 
Region 4: 
Region 5: 
Region 6: 
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The sizes of conmunlty for Connecticut were defined as follows: 

1 - Big Cities. Towns of mqre than 100,000 population 

2 - Fringe Cities. Towns whose bordters are contiguous with 
^ ^ Big Cities- and whose populations 

exceed 10,000 ' 

3 - Medium Cities. Towns of more- than 25,000 population 

which^are not Big Cities or Fringe 

Cities , \ ' 

4 - Srtafler Cities. All other towns 

The number of students' who participated in the statewide assessment was: 

2505 nine-year-olds in gl^ade 4 
2575 thirteen^year-olds in grade 8 
2440 seventeen-year-olds in grade 11 

The number of schools represented in the sample was: 

115 schools at the 4th grade level 
93 schools at the 8th grade leve\ 

74 schopls at the 11th gr^de level (incl.uding 8 vocational- ' 
technical schools) 

The total number of school districts represented in the sample was 115. 



THE ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS 



The Statewide Mathematics Advisory Convnittee first developed goal areas 
and objectives for each age/grade level and then three objective- 
referenced tests based on these goals and objectives. The objectives 
represent those mathematical concepts and skills judged to be of highest 
priority for each grade level. No attempt was made to include all, con- 
cepts and skills typically included in the experiences of students at 
each grade level. Goal areas, objectives, and test item numbers for 
each of the three age/grade levels are presented in Tables 1-3. 

Items were selected to provide for various comparisons. First priority 
was given to items from the CAEP-1 (1976-77) test. In addition some 
NAEP-2 (1977-78) items were selected by SMAC. In cases where appro- 
priate items were not available from either CAEP-1 or NAEP-2, new items 
were prepared by UConn for SMAC's approval . Some items were designated 
to be administered to more than one age group. At least three items 
were used for each age 9 objective and at least four items were used 
for each age 13 and each age 17 objective. 
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Sources of ^nathematlcs items were as follows: 

Age 9/ Grade 4 

, CAEP-1 36 
NAEP-2 n 
CAEP-2 ("new" items) 13 

Total mathematics items .60 

(8 of the CAEP-i items were originally NAEP-1- items.) ' 

Age 13/Grade 8 . -' ^ 

CAtP-1 . 34 

NAEP-2 17 
.CAEP-2 ("new" items) ■ 19 , 

// Total mathematics items 70 v ^ 

(10 of the CAEP-1 items were originally NAEP-1 items.) 

Age 17/Grade 11 

CAEP-1 41 ' X " 

. NAEP-2 13 ^ 

CAEP-2 ("new" items) 15 

Total mathematics items 69 

(11 of the CAEP-1 items were originally NAEP-1 items.) 

Field tests were conducted for each assessment iiistrument to gather 
item data and to test the appropriateness of the administrative pro- 
cess. Several hundred students at each graUe level participated in 
the field tests. The field tests were administered under the same 
conditions as those planned for the statewide assessment. The field 
tests confirmed tjie judgement of SMAC as to the reliability of the 
selected items and the soundness of the administrative procedures. 

Questionnaires were developed for the three age/grade levels in order 
to provide data on the attitudes of various groups of students toward 
mathematics and to identify characteristit:s of students which might 
prove usQful in local and/or statewide cfol icy decisions. In order to 
provide for comparisons, some CAEP-1 items were selected for the 
CAEP-2 questionnaire and some NAEP-2-HTems were modified slightly and 
included. Results of the student questionnaires and comparative data 
are provided later in this report. 



Sources of questionnaire Items were as follows: 

Age 9/.6rade 4 

' CAEP-1 ■ ■ ■ . 3 

. NAEP-2 6 

CAEP-2 ("new" items) Y 

. \ Total questionnaire items 10 

Age 13/Grade 8 

* CAEP-1 3 

' , NAEP-2 7 

CAEP-2 ("new" items) _4_ 

Total questionnaire items 14 

Age 17/Grade 11 . , 

'iCI\EP-A 4 

■ i NAEP-2 * 7. 

CAEP-2 ("new" items) . 7 

Total questionnaire items 18 



TABLE 1 r ^ . . 

CPP GOAL AREAS, OBJECTIVES. . AND ITEM NUMBERS, 
FOR 9-YEAR-OLDS, MATHEMATICS, 1979-80 



GOAL AREA 
OBJECTIVE 



TESf ITEM NUMBER 



1 . Math Concepts ^ ^ j 

1.1 Tne student damnstrates an 'understanding 
of place values for whole numbers:, h 

1.2 Jhe student demonstrates an jjnderstandlng 
"of ordering, of whiDleT numbers. ' ! \ 

1.3 The^ student demqnstrates ^an understands ng 
of fractional^notatfon; n | 

2. Computation . *^ 1 
' 2.1 The student demonstrates th^e ^bi 11 ty 

to add whole numbers. ' j 

2.2 The student delmonstrates the ability 
to- subtract whole numbers'. ^ . 

2.3 The student demonstrates the ability! to multiply 3, 9, 13, 17 
whole numbers witt oYie digit multi pi ;iers. 

2.4 The student demonstrates the abilityrto 



.30, 36,^ 42, "46, 53 
, 19, 32, 38*, 56 
. .'20^, 29^, 39^ 55 ^ 

1, 5, 8^ i6,-ri' V 

2, 4, 7, 12, 16 ^ 



divide whole numbers with one digit divisors. 

3. * Measurement ^ 

3.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
convert U.S. currency to equivalent units. 

3.2 The student demonstrates the ability to 
identify and compute time. | 

. 3.3. The student^ demonstrates a working knowledge 
of linear units bf'U.S. and metric measure. 

4. Tables and Graphs | 

4.1 The student demonstrates the ability to - 
interpret data from tables and graphs. 

5. Application/Problems 

5.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
solve word problems. I 

6. Geometry P • , 
6.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 

identify and name plane geometric figures. 



6, 14, 15, 18 

34, 37, 50, 57 { 
33, 40 47, 54 

35, 41 , 43, 49, 

51, 58 ^ 

44^ 45, 48, 60 . 



21 , 22, 23, 24, 
25, 26, 27, 28 

31, 52, 59 



^ ^ TABLE 2; 

CAEP GOAL Areas, OBJECTIVES/AND ITEM NUMBERS 
FOR 13-YEAR-OLDS, MATHEMATICS , 1979-80 



GOAL AREA 
OBJECTIVE 



1. Math Concepts (• , 

U The student demonstrates an understanding 
numbers in fraction, decimal and percent form. 

1.2 The student demonstrates the* ability to 
order decimals, fractior^- and whole numbers. ' 

2. Colhputation v „ 
2.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 

add and subtract Whole numbers. > 
- 2^2 The students demonstrates the ability to 
multtply and divide whole numbers. 

2.3 The student demonstrates the Ability to 
-_addjnd subtract ?deG"ynals., r 

.;2;4;The student demonstr*ms the ability tp - 

multiply ami divide, 
, 2.5 The student demonstrates the ability, to 

add and subtract frafctlons and mixed numbers. 
2.6 The student demonstrates the ability to 

multiply and di>hde fractions and mixed numbers. 
2. J The student demonstrates the ability to 
use percent. 

3. Measurement 

3.1 The student demonstrates the ability tp 
find area ahd perimeter. 

3.2 The student demonstrates the ability to 
convert a U.S. unit of^easure^to an 
eiquivalent unit of mesisuire. ^ 

3.3 The student demonstrates knowledge of 
metric units of measure. - 

bles and Graphs ^ 

.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
interpret data from tables and graphs. 

5. Applications/Problems 

"^.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
/ solve word, problems. , 

.U' ■ 

6. Geometry 

6.1 The student demonstrates knowledge of 
■ basic geometric concepts. 




TEST ITEM NUMBER 

21.32.48.55 
51. 56, 57. 62 

1.7. 8. 11 

2; 3, 19. ^0. 
23. 24 

12. 13. 15. 34 

4^ 161 17'. . 22, 2^ 

5. 6. 9. 26 

14, 18. 29. 30. 
31 

10. 25-. 27, 45 

47. 49. 68 - 
33. 50. 52. 67 



46; 58. 59. 
63. 65 



54. 60. 66. 70 



35. 36. 37. 38. 

39.' 40. 41. 42. 
43. 44 

53. 61. 64. 69 



} 



TABLE 3 

CAEP GOAL AREAS, OBJECTIVES, AND ITEM NUMBERis 
FOR 17-YEAR-OLDS, MATHEMATICS, 1979-80 



GdAL AREA 



OBJECTIVE : 

1. Math Concepts 

1.1 The student demonstrates an understanding of 
numbers in fraction, decimal and percent form. 

1.2 The srtudent demonstrates the abiljlty to 
order decimals, fractionsv^ r 

2. Compilitation ^ 4 

2.1 The student demonstrates^ the ability to 
add and subtract whole numbers. 

2.2 The student demonstrates the ability to / 
multiply and di^vide. whole numbers. ^- / 

2.3 The student demonstrates the ability m " - 
•*add and subtract decimals. -^^v-r-^ ' 

2.^ The student demonstrates the atfTtlty to T 

multiply ,^nd, divide decimals/ 

2.5 Jhe student demonstrates^ the ability to 

add and subtract^ fractions, and mixed numbers. 

The student demonstrates the ability to • V 
-multiply and divide fractions and mixed nurrtbers. 

2^7 The stjudent demonstrates the ability to ^ 

use percent. ^ 

.. ' ■ ■ ' . 

3. Measurement • / 

3.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
find area, perimeter, and volume^ 

3.2 The student demonstrates the ability to 
convert a U.S. unit of measure to an 
equivalent unit of measure. 

3«3 The student demonstrates knowledge of 
metric units, of measure. 

4. Tables and Graphs 

4.1 The student demonstrates the ability to 
^interpret data from tables and graphs. 

5. Applications/Problems 

5.1 Ttie student demonstrates the ability to 
solve word problems. 

6. Geometry ^ 

6.J The student demonstrates knowledge of 
^ basic geometric concepts. I 
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TEST ITEM NUMBER 

24', 32, 46, 48 
45, 56, 58, 66 

1, 7, 8, n 

2, 3, 20, 21, 

22/i 27 

12, 13, 15, 26 

4. 16, 17, 30 

5, "6, 9, 29 ' ^ 
14, 18, 19, 31 
10, -23, 28, 44 

49, 52, 55, 61 
25, 50, 54, 65 



47, 57, 60, 62, 
68 



51, 53, 64, 69 



34, 35, 36, 37, 

38, 39, 40, 41, 
42, 43 • 

33,;59, 63, 67 



ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTRUMENtS 



The calendar for the CAEP-2 assessment^iwls essenti^ly the same as 
that used by both NAEP and CAEP-T; testing was conducted during 
October- November for IS-year-glMs in grade 8, during February-March 
for 9-year-olds .in grade 4^ and during April -May for -1 7-year-olds 
in grade 11. Testing sessions, were limited to sixty minutes for 
the full assessment instrument and' were conducted at times mutually 
agreed upon by local school. personnel and UCpnn?repfesentatives. 
The instruments were administered by test administrators trained 
by UConn. 

School districts participating in the Local Option had opportunities 
to have local personnel trained in testing procedures at Workshops 
conducted by UConn persbnnel . ^ 



' , . , ANALYSIS OF RESULTS A 

Part II of this report provides the, following: 

(1) results by total test, goal area, and objective^ 

(2) achievement comparisons among. various groups of' 
Connecticut students V - ^ 

. ^ (3) comp|irisons of , Connecticut with the Nation and ^ , 

\ the Northeast * * * ' ^ 

-\ (4) comparisons across CAEP-2 age groups 

(5) comparisons between CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 . ^ 

(6) results and comparisons of the student questionnaire 

Results for each individual mathematics item by age/grade level, sex, 
region, size of community, and, where applicable, CAEP-1 or NAEP-2 are 
presented in the appendix. « For more detailed descriptions of procedures 
and results^ the reader may consult the JechnicaT Report of the 1979-80 
Mathematics Assessment prepared for the^^ Connecticut State Board of 
Education, Bureau of Research,* PI annij)g and Evaluation. 



INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS/ 



Results for indi vidua 1, mathematics items are reported as the percentage 
of students in the statewide sample who answered the items correctly. 
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Results for categories such as objectives, goal^reas, and total test 
are^eport^d as the average of the pef^centages correct of the indivi- 
dual' items included in the categories. All percentages have been 
rounded to the nearest whole number;, in order to simpltfy the reading 
of various tables, charts, and discussions, and to reflect the degree 
of precision which is probably most appropriate. 

The results have been obtained, from a statewide probability sample at' 
each age/grade level. As such, they may be considered as good esti- 
mates of the results which would have been obtained from the corres- 
ponding population (e.g., all Connecticut public school IS-year-olds 
in grade 8). It is highly probable that the population results would 
not be more than two percentage points higher or lower than the sample 
results reported herein. . - 

Many of the results are presented in formats which make it convenient 
to compare performances between at|id among various groups. Ft should 
be noted, however, that three different assessment instruments were' 
used in obtaining the results, one for each' age/gVade level . Hence, - 
it would be invalid to compare differences between. age/grade group^ 
in categories such as objectives, goal areas, or total test. However, 
individual item comparisjjns between age/grade groups may be niade where 
items were common to. both tests. >' . ^ ^ 

Sma 10 differences between groups' are. *^probablj^ not educatipna.lly sig- 
n^^fic^nt/ Hence, flthe discussion of results in *Part III will highlight 
Only^differenees larger than two percentage points. "Statistically 
significant differences*' are technical in nature and could be subject 
to misinterpretation in the context of this surmiary; such differences 
are noted in the Technical Report only. 



PART 1 1.: SUMMARY' 0F_ RESULTS- 



CONNECTICUT CAEP-2 RESULTS 



Introduction 




Tables l'-3 presented earlier in this report list the mathWti csAgoal 
areas and objectives which, the CAEP-2 instruments were designed |t) 
measure. Results by goal area and objective for each of theSfe/grade 
levels are described in this section. Results by individual ilem. ar6~, 
given tn an appendix. . . | ' 



'Each CAEP mathematics goal area or objective was measured bj'' a set of 
items matched to that goal area or objective. An individual item re- 
sult is the percentage-of students who answered the item correctly. 
Figure 1 shows the average -percentage for all items on the test arid', 
for each goal- area, the average perceirtage- of items matched to the 
goal area which were answered correctly by the 9t, 13-, and 17-year- 
olds respectively. For example, in Figure 1, the 9-year-olds show an 
average percentage of 74 for the Math Concepts goal area. This means 
that the average percentage of items answered correctly by 9-year-olds 
in the state sample in the Math Concepts goal area was 74%. Figures 
2-4 provide achievement results by objective. 

The reader is reminded that different assessment instruments were used 
for the different age levels. Hence, comparisons across age levels 
would not be vali'd. 



Results for 9-Year-Olds/Grade 4 



The total test average for 9-year-olds\as 77%. Performance on goal 
areas ranged from a high of 86% on geometry to a low of 63% on tables 
and graphs. 

Achievement by 9-year-olds was 80% or above on seven of the thirteen 
objectives, with the highest being 87% on Objective 3.1, Money. Per- 
formance on the four objectives concerned with whole number computations 
ranged from 80% to 84%. The lowest performance was 63% on Objectile 4.1, 
Tables and Graphs. 
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Results for 13- Year-Olds/Grade 8 



The toUl test average for 13->year-olds was 70%. The range of goal 
area performance was from 75% for both computation and geometry to 61% 
for mathematics concepts. 

Achievement by 13-year-olds on fifteen objectives r^anged from 92% on 
Objective 2.U Whole Nwnber Addition and Subtraction to 53% on two . 
objectives. Objective 1.2, Ordering and Objective 2.7, Percent. Their 
perfomance was above 80% on two objectives in addition to Objective 
2.1: 88% on Objective 2.2, Whole Numbe^ Multiplication and Division, 
and 84% on Objective 2.3, Decimal Addition and Subtraction. 



The total test average for 17-year-olds was 75%. Goal area performance 
ranged from 82% for tables and graphs to 60% for geometry.. 

Performance by 17-year-olds on fifteen objectives ranged from a high of 
N94% on Objective 2.1, Whole Number Addition and Subtraction to a low of 
bO% on Objective 2.7, Percent, and Objective 6.1, Geometric Concepts. 
Also at the high end was Objective 2.3, Decimal Addition and Subtrac- 
tion (91%). 



Resu-lts for 1 7-Yea.r-Qlds/Grade 11 
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FIGURE 1 

Achievement on Goal Areas by Age Group 



9- Year-Olds 

TOTAL TEST 

Math Concepts 
Cofflputatioh 
Measurement 
Tables and Graphs 
AppH cations'/Problems 
Geometry 

13- Year-Olds 

TOTAL TEST 

Math. Concepts 

Computation 

Measurement 

Tables and Graphs 

Applications/Problems 

Geometry 

17- Year-Olds 

TOTAL TEST 

Math Concepts 

Computation 

Measurement 

Tables and Graphs 

Applications/Problems 

Geometry 
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FIGURE 2 

Achievement on Objectives: 9-Year-Olds 



TOTAL TEST 

1.1 Wace Value 

1 .2 Ordering- ^ . 

1.3 Fractional Notation 

2.1 Whole Numbers (+) 

2.2 Whole Numbers (-) 

2.3 Whole Numbers (x) 

2.4 Whole Numbers (*) 

3.1 Money 

3.2 Time 

3.3 Linear Measure 
4.1 Tables and Graphs 
5.1 Word Problems 

6.1 Geometry 
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FIGURE 3 

Achievement on Objectives: IS-Year-Olds 



TOTAL TEST 

1.1 Ratfonal Numbers 

1.2 Ordering 

2.1 Whole Numbers (+,•) 

2.2 Whole Numbers •'(x,f) 

2.3 Decimals (+,•) 

2.4 Decimals (x,7) 

2.5 Fractions {+,-) 

2.6 Fractions (x,f ) 

2.7 Percent 

3.1 Perimeter and Area 

3.2 U.S. Unit Conversion 

3.3 Metric Units 

4.1 Tables and Graphs 

5.1 Word Problems 

6.1 Geometric Concepts 
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TABLE 8 

Achievement on Total Test by Reporting Groups 



Average Percentage of Items 
Questionnaire Items Answered Correctly oh Total Jest 







1 '^-Yaav^^I He 

1 0""! ecir**u 1 as 


1 7 Vaam m /If* 
1 /-Tecir^u lus 


ALL STlinFNT^ 
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■ "" ' — ' 

/d 
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7ft 
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rpm A 1 A ^ 
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No 
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No 

Undecided / 
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AO 
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77 
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No 
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69 
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No 


78 


71 


77 


Sometimes 


74 


69 
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MATH MORE FOR GIRLS THAN BOYS 








Yes 


71 


59 


65 


No 


78 


71 


74 


Undecided 


77 


68 


69 



*NA " Not Applicable. (The Item was not used with this age group/} 
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TABLE 8 (contlnuad) 

' » 1 

Average Percentage of Items 
Questionnaire Items Answered Correctly on Tot;a1 Test 





9.Year-01ds 


13- Year-Olds 


17-Year-Olds 


HOW OFTEN USED HAND CALCULATOR 








Often 


P 


71 


76 


Never 




65 


65 


. Sometimes 


79 


71 


72 


YOU OR FAMILY OWN HAND 








CALCULATOR 








Yes 


78 


71 


73 


No 


69 


59 


62 


I don't know 


68 


57 
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I USUALLY UNDERSTAND MATH 








Yes 


78 


70 


75 


No 


64 


61 


/ 63 
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Undecided (Aoe 9 only) 
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NA 
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HOW HARD ARE MATH COURSES 


NA 
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72 
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69 
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75 
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79 


74 
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79 


70 
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Between 3 and 4 


79 


68 


69 
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73 


63 


59 


HOW MUCH 00 YOU LIKE MATH 








Very much 


77 


71 


82 


Somewhat 


78 


70 


72 


Not at all 


70 

V' 


65 


64 
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FIGURE4 

Achievement on Objectives: 17-Yeqr-Olds 



TOTAL TEST 

1.1 Rational Numbers 

1.2 Ordering 

2.1 Whole Numbers (+,-) 

2.2 Whole Numbers (x,*) 

2.3 Decimals (+,-) 

2.4 Decimals (x,t) 

2.5 Fractions (+,-) 

2.6 Fractions (x,*) 

2.7 Percent 

3J Perimeter, Area, Volume 

3.2 U^S. Unit Conversion 

3.3 Metric Units 

4 J Tables and Graphs 

5.1 Word Problems 

6.1 '-Geometric Concepts 
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ACHIEVEMENT COMPARISONS AMONG VARIOUS GROUPS 
OF CONNECTICUT STUDENTS 



Region 



Figure 5 presents result^ for the 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds by region. 
For each age group, the average for all students Is given, followed by 
the average for all students except those In Big Cities. The region 
averages were calculated with Big Cities omitted from their regions. 
Big Cities were not included in the region data since data from pre- 
vious Connecticut assessments have indicated that the scores of Big 
City studentstend to differ from others in the regions. 

At the 9-year-old level, the average for all students on the total test 
was 77%, while the average for all students minus those in Big Cities 
was 79%; The regions differed very little in achievement on the total 
test. 

The average for all 13-year-old students on the total test was 70%; the 
average for all minus the Big City students was 73%. The highest per- 
formance by 13-year-olds was 76% in Region 2, with Regions 3 and 5 very 
close to that figure at 74% each. At the low end of the range were 
Region 6 at 67% and Region 4 at 70%. Performance in Region 1 was 72%. 

For all 17-year-olds, the total test average was 75%; the average for 
all minus Big City students was 77%. Regional performance by 17-year- 
olds ranged from 82% for Region 2 to IfL for Region 4. 



Size of Community 



The reader is reminded of the definitions of the various sizes of com- 
munity used for the CAEP assessments: . . 

1 - Big Cities. Towns of more than 100,000 population 

2 - Fringe Cities. ■ Towns whose ^borders are contiguous with 

Big Cities and whose populations exceed 10,000 

3 - Medium Cities. Towns of more than 25,000 population 

4 - Smaller Cities. All other towns 

The 9-, 13-, and 17-year-old achievement results by size of coiranunity 
were^similar to each other in that Fringe Cities, Medium Cities, and 
Smaller Cities all had averages within a few percentage points of their 
respective state averages while Big Cities has averages which were 13 ' 
to 15 percentage points below their respective state averages. 



F 
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FIGURE S 

Achievement on Total Test by Reiilon* 
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, AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF ITEMS ANSWERED CORRECTLY 

*ReiuTts for all students Include Big Cities. Results by region do not 
Include Big ZTTties because the scores of Big City students tend to 
differ from those of students in their respective regions according to 
Ififomation from previous assessments in Connecticut. 
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9-YEAR-OLOS (ALL) 



FIGURE 6' 

AcMevenient on Total Test by Size of CoiTniiunlty 
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17-YEAR-OLDS (ALL) 

Big Cities 
Fringe Cities 

# 

Medium Cities 
Smaller Places 



75 



75^ 



'''•'''•'''''•'''''•'''•'•'''''•''''^^^^ 



^'^•'••••••-•-•-•••-•••-•••-^ 79 



-I- 

20 



— T" 

40 



-T- 

60 



— r 
80 



—I 
100 



AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF ITEMS Af^SWEREDi CORRECTLY 



-21 



■ ■ * . • 

^ COMPARISONS OF CONNECTICUT WITH THE NATION AND THE NORTHEAST 



Introduction 



In this section, the achievement results obtained for Connecticut stu- 
dents are compared with results obtained by the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress In Mathematics, 1977-78 (NAEP-2). The NAEP-2 
results represent students In the nation and In NAEP's Northeast region 
which Includes the following states, Connecticut, pelaware, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsyl- 
vania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Washington, D.C. 

For detailed Information on NAEP, the reader Is referred to National ^ 
Assessment of Educational Progress, Education Commission of the States,- 
Suite 700,. 1860 Lincoln Street, Denver, Colorado 80295. NAEP Report 
No. 09-MA-Ol, "Changes In Mathematical Achievement, 1973-78" states 
the following on Page 1: 

What happened to mathematics achievement during 
that time? When all items were considered together, 
9-year-olds' performance declined very slightly; the 
decline for T3-year-olds was slightly larger and the 
decline for 17-year-olds was appreciable. 
'I . . 

The same NAEP report presents an analysis of results by a panel of per- 
sons concerned with mathematics education. The panel stated that re- 
sults for whole number computation were satisfactory, that performance 
was high, and that declines were offset by gains during the period of 
comparisons'. The panel was coocerned with the low overall performance 
on problem-solving and with the decline in this area from 1973 to 1978. 
On Page 25 of the report, the following is stated: 

A number of factors were seen as contributing 
to these declines. As noted previously, the empha- 
sis on "back-to-the-basics" has often resulted in 
a narrowing of the curriculum, with more attention 
^ focused on computational skills and knowledge of 
facts and diafinitions and less time spent on prob- 
lem-solving. As Wilson stated, "Children are given 
very little opportunity to get into problem-solving 
activities." Carl concurred: "Back-to-the-basics 
has stripped youngsters of the chance to practice 
problem-solving skills." 
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exactly the %}/m orv both tests. Howevac, there m% a dlfferenae In 
how the Items were adinlnl stored i tinted audiotapes to accompany the 
tests were used by NAEP but not by CAEP. s.The effects of this dif- 
ference, If any, would be difficult to Identify. However, It seems 
reasonable to assume that. the audiotapes provided an advantage on 
some Items for NAEP students who are poo/vreaders as compared to 
their ConnectlcuJ' counterparts. 

Figures 7-9 display the results for 9-, f3-, and 17-yea>^-olds res- 
pectively for Connecticut, the Nation, and the Northeast. Both 
CAEP-2 and' NAEP-2jresults are for 9-year-olds In grade 4, 13-year- 
olds In grade 8, fnd 17-year-olds In grade 11. 



Results,,^T|^9-Y^|>|)lds/Grade 4 f 

There were ll mathematics Items common to the CAEP-2 and the NAEP-2 
tests for 9-year-olds The averages for all common Items were 72% 
for Connecticut. f7yfol^ the Nation, and 62% for the Northeast. 

In all goaiftareasyCoSnectlcut students performed at a higher level 
than both the nat1*qnal and the Northeast students. The largest dif- 
ferences t^tweeo Cohhectlcut results and national results were 21 per- 
centage pfffnts In Mjjrtnematlcs Cohcepts and 20 peVlcentage points In 
Computation. Cohhectlcut students were higher than their Northeast 
counterparts by If 'pjfrrcentage points In the Goal, Area of Computation 
and by 14 percentage points In Mathematical Concepts. Connecticut 
results were oniyfejightly higher than those for this Northeast In the 
remaining goal areas. 



Seventeen Items were shared by the CAEP-2 and the%NAEP-2. mathematics 
tests for 13-year-olds. The averages for these shared Items were 65% 
for Connecticut, 63% for the Nation, and 66% for the Northeast. 

Connecticut students performed at about the same level as the national 
students and as the Northeast students In four of the six CAEP goal 
areas. For the two remaining goal areas, Connecticut students were 
slightly higher In the Measurement area and lower by 9 percentage points 
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than th« n«t1ona1 studants ,and lowar by 14 parcentago points than tha 
Northeait studant» In tha Tabiai and Graphs araa. It should ba notad 
that In aach of thasa two Qoa] «kraas, tha raauUs are baaad on only 
ona 1ta(iu 



Results for 17-^Vaar-O Ids/Grade 11 

f 

Thera were 13 items shared by CAEP-2 and NAEP-2. The average for these 
shared Items was 11% for Connecticut, 69515 for the Nation, and 70% for 
the Northeast. 

On seven Computation Items, Connecticut students averaged 74% compared 
to 68X and 69% for the nation and the N^ytheast region respectively. 
In Geometry, Connecticut, at 60%, was 8 and 7 percentage points higher 
than the nation and the Northeast respectively. For the Goal Area of 
Applications/Problems, the performances were essentially the same. 
For Mathematical Concepts, Connecticut students performed 4 percentage 
points below those In the nation and 7 percentage points below those 
In the Northeast. The Connecticut, nation, and Northeast comparison 
was 75%, 80%, and 81% respectively In the Goal Area of Tables and 
Graphs. y 
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icht«vfffl«nt acroii iQt erottpi w shir<id Uwni grouped by qotl ar«««, 

Thi Wholi Nu«ib«r Qbjictl'vts with the ao«l Arti of Coiwput«t1on wir« 
th«> only obj«ct<vii with «nough ih«fid U«m$ (4) for 4 f««$on«b1« 
cofl»p«flson «cfoss «n thrtt Age leveU, On two iddltlon Itewi and 
one lubtractlon Iteni, «11 three «ge yroupi performed «t « high level 
with 13- «nd I /-year-old percenteges In the 90*s end 9-y««r-old per- 
centages ringing from 80 to 93. On one lubtrectlon Item Involving 
"borrowing" In two places, the difference was more pronounced with 
9-, 13-, and 17-year-old results being 60«, m% and ^i, respectively. 

In other goal areas, 9-year-olds had 16 Items shared with on4 or 
both of the other age groups. For these Items, the 9-year-oltls 
scored from 6 to 38 percentage points lower than 13-year-oldp with 
the largest differences Indicated for an Item asking about a 
"fractional part" of a rectangle and an Item Involving the/reading 
of a table matching shoe slz^s with sock sizes. 

Forty-four Items were shared by 13- and 17-year-olds across all goal 
areas. The results for 26 of these Items differed by 10 percentage 
points or less, with the results for 17-year-olds usually a bit higher 
than those for 13-year-olds. The differences for four remaining Items 
In the Goal Area of Mathematical Concepts ranged from 18 to 28 percen- 
tage points with the results for 17-year-olds consistently the higher. 
Six of the remaining Items were In the Goal Area of Computation and 
dealt with decimals, fractions, or percent. The range of differences 
for these slV-1 terns was from 11 to 23 percentage points In favor of 
the 17-year-olds. Three remaining Items In the Goal Area of Measure- 
ment and one In the area of reading Tables and Graphs showed differ- 
ences In results ranging from 12 to 23 percentage points with the 
results for 17-year-olds higher In all cases. For the Goal Area of 
Applications/Problems, the size of the differences In results between 
the two age groups on the four remaining Items ranged from 16 to 27 
percentage points In favor of the 17-year-olds. 




Um HyMtMi' 



20 



i\ 




u 


24 


SI 


4a 


b6 




S7 


58 


62 


66 



I 


1 


1 




2 


2 




3 


3 


7 


7 


7 


8 


8 


8 


2 


11 


n 




20 


20 


9 


23 





MATHCMATIOl CONCIPT$ 
Mtt«t fricMonal otrt of 

I/I H tqual y> whai il 
O.OOd aqualf i«h«t fractlan? 
Which niMtHir ts greataitl 
(Wholi mmtMiiri) 
Ordtr frictloni, 1/4, 
. 3/8 

WfiTcW fraction 1i Itiit? 
Which numtNir Is grtaUst? 
(Otclmiti) 



COMPUTATION (Who1« Nunban) 

m ♦ 786 - 

609 X 73 - 

714 ♦ 7 • 

1054 - 86S - 

43 ♦ 7T ♦ 75 + 92 - 

36 - 19 • 

671 x< 4M * 

48 X AW 



^ Ail mjm% . 

_1™.,J1^_J1... , 

Nrcihlitp of $lMtl«ni« 
Icofing Corrtetly . 



S2 


90 






44 

72 


■ % 


69 


82 






24 


$2 




!l4 


75 




53 


72 


93 


96 


96 




94 


«3 




80 


7% 


60 


88 


92 


81 


92 


94 


80 


94 


94 




75 


83 


77 


94 





10 



4 


4 


5 


5 


6 


6 


9 


9 


10 


10 


12 


12 


13 


13 


14 


14 


15 


15 


16 


16 


17 


17 


18 


18 


25 


23 


34 


26 



COMPUTATION (Decimals. Fractions 
•Percent) 

425 X 0.33 ■ 
2 3/8 + 3 7/8 ■ 
5/6 - 1/3 - 
1/2 ♦ 1/3 - 

?0 Is what X of 60? \ 
7.54 + 1.52 - \ , 

If 23.8 subtracted from 62.1 
2/3 X 3/4 - 
$10.00 - 1.98 » 
1.29 X 0.06 - 
1.96 ♦ 0.04 - 
4 1/2x3 - . 
What Is 4X of 75? 
$3.06 + 10.00 + 9.14 + 5.10 - 



55 



88 


94 


64 


77 


51 


65 


52 


68 


43 


61 


84 


92 


74 


85 


78 


86 


91 


93 


71 


81 


67 


77 


6& 


77 


23 


46 


87 


93 
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TABLE 4 (continued) 



AGE IN YEARS 
9 13 17 



Item Number 



t §pAL AREA 
and 

Description of Item 



AGE IN YEARS 
9 13 17 



Percentage of Students 
Scoring Correctly 



51 



47 


55 


49 


49 


33 


25 


50 


50 


52 


54 


67 


65 


46 


47 


58 


57 


59 


60 


63 


62 


65 


68 



MEASUREMENT 

Perimeter of given 10 by 6 
rectangle 

Area of given # by 2 rectangle 

1 1/2 lbs. = ounces 

30 in. a f eet i nches 

8 quarts = gallons 

140 min. I~}irs._" min. 
Best measure for gasoline tank 
(liter) 

Eight kilograms equal how many 
grams? 

Best measure between two cities 

(kilometer) ^ 

Smallest unit? (milligram) 

357 centimeters equal how many 

meters? 



49 



56 


66 


51 


72 


50 


73 


78 


88 


67 


79 


79 


87, 


79 


89 


39 


45 


69 


74 


67 


77 






49 


53 



48 54 53 
66 64 



TABLES and GRAPHS 

Read size table for socks 

Read^ unemployment graph 



47 



83 
71 



91 
84 



26 



36 
38 
39 

41 

44 



35 
39 
40 

42 

43 



APPLICATIONS/PROBLEMS ^ 
To job at 7:45 a.m., returned 
home 10 hrs. later at what time? 
What Is 6% sales tax on $200 
TV set? 

Mr. J. fenced his 10 by 6 feet 
rectangular garden. How much 
fencing used? 
J. received 120 votes, M. 
received 80. What % of total 
did J. receive? 

Cost of 3 Items from given menu 



88 



72 
60 

^4 



34 
94 



88 
83 

62 



61 
95 



NOTE: There were no shared Items for the goal area of Geometry. 
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COMPARISONS BETWEEN CAEP-2 AND CAEP-1 



Introduction 

A major objective of the 1979-80 CAEP mathematics program (CAEP-2) was 
to provide data which could be compared to data obtained in the 1976-77 
CAEP mathematics program (CAEP-1). Witlr this objective in mind, the 
Statewide Mathematics Advisory Commi tte6 gave high priority to the se-" 
jection of items from the CAEP-1 assessment instrument for the CAEP-2 
test. In addition, testing conditions and all other aspects of the 
CAEP-2 program were modeled on the CAEP-1 program as closely as pos- 
sible. . 

^9"^^ display the average percentage of items common to CAEP-1 
and CAEP-2 answered correctly by the 9-, 13-, and 17-year-OTds res- 
pectively. • ^ ^ - 



Results for 9-Year-Olds 

There were 36 mathematics items common to CAEP-1 and CAEP-2 at the 
9-year-old level; this represented 60% of the 60 CAEP-2 items. The 
averages for all common items combined were 79X for CAEP-2 and 76% 
for CAEP-1. 

The performance by CAEP-2 9-year-olds was essentially the same as 
their CAEP-1 counterparts for three of the six goal areas: Mathe- 
matical Concepts, Measurement, and Tables and Graphs. For the Goal 
Area of Computation, the CAEP-2 results were higher by six percentage 
points with an average of 81% compared to 75%. The CAEP-2 results 
were also higher in the Goal Area of Applications/Problems with an 
average of 66% compared to 59% for CAEP-1 . The CAEP-2 Goal Area of 
Geometry was not assessed on the CAEP-1 test. 



Results for 13-Year-Olds 

The 34 items common to CAEP-1 and CAEP-2 at the li3-year-old level 
amounted to 49% of the 70 CAEP-2 mathematics items. The average for 
all common items combined were 74% for CAEP-2 and 75% for CAEP-1. 



t 
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The same six goal areas for 13-year-olds"were assessed in CAEP-1 and 
CAEP-2. Of these, the Goal Area of Computation with 18 cormion items 
had essentially the same level of results in each CAEP assessment. 
Two of the remaining goal areas, Applications/Problems (68% and 71%) 
and Geometry (91% and 94%) were very close in results with the dif- 
ference of three percentage points in e^ch case favoring CAEP-1. 
The results for each of the three remaining goal areas differed by 
5 percentage points with the CAEP-1 results higher in each case as 
follows: Mathematical Concepts, 47% and 52%, Measurement, 66% and 
71%, and Tables and Graphs, 83% and 88%. 



Results for 17-Year-Olds 



There were 41 mathematics items shared by CAEP-1 and CAEP-2 which rep- 
resented 59% of the 69 CAEP-2 items. The averages for all common 
items combined were both 77% for CAEP-2 and CAEP-1. 

The results were essentially the same for CAEP-1 and CAEP-2 in five of 
the six goal areas. In the remaining Goal Area of Tables and Graphs, 
the results differed by only three percentage points on the one shared 
item and both performances were quite high at 91% and 94% for CAEP-2, 
and CAEP-1 respectively. 
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FIGURE 10 



TOTAL COMMON . 
ITEMS (36) > 

GOAL AREA 

MATH CONCEPTS 
(10 items) 



COMPUTATION 
(9 items) 



.Performances by 9-Year-Olds on Items 
Common to CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 by Goal Area 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 

CAEP-2 



79 



CAEP-1 



74 
73 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 


















MEASUREMENT 
(11 items) 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 



86 
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TABLES and 
GRAPHS 
(2 items) 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 



181 



APPLICATIONS/ 
PROBLEMS 
(4 items) 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 



i: 66 
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FIGURE 11 



TOTAL COMMON 
ITEMS (34) 

GOAL AREA 

miti -coricEPTs 

(3 items) 



COMPUTATION 
(18 items) 

m-: :- 

MEASUREMENT 
(7 items) 



Performances by 13- Year-Olds on Items 
Common to CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 by Goal Area 



CA^P-Z 
CAEP^I 

CAEP-2 



74 
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CAEP-1 
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TABLE and GRAPHS 
(1 item) 



APPLICATIONS/ 
PROBLEMS 
(4 items) 



CAEP-2 



CAEP-1 








CAEP-2^^ 






68 






CAEP-1 




71 



88 



GEOMETRY 
(1 item) 



CAEP-2 








91 













CAEP-1 



94 
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TOTAL COMMON 
ITEMS (41) 

GOAL AREA 

MATH CONCETPS 
(6 items) 



COMPUTATION 
(18 items) 



MEASUREMENT 
(8 items) 



FIGURE 12 



Performances by 17-year-Olds on Items 
Common to CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 by Goal Area 
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CAEP-1 
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CAEP-1 
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GRAPHS 
(1 item) 



CAEP-2 
CAEP-1 



94 



APPLICATIONS/ CAEP-2 
PROBLEMS 
(6 items) CAEP-1 
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS AND COMPARISONS 



Responses to Questionnaire Items 



The responses of 9-, 13-, and 17-year-oTds to questionnaire items are 
given in Tables 5, 6» and 7 respectively as percentages selecting ^ 
various choices. Results for questionnaire items shared with CAEP-1 - 
or with NAEP**2 are included where applicable. 

Two questionnaire items at each age level asked students if they felt 
that matheinatics was (1) "more-for boys than girls" and (2) "more for 
girls than boys." Across age levels, very few of either sex said 
"yes" to either item. The range across age levels for males who said 
"yes" to (1) was 8% to 12%; for females it was 2% to 4%. For (2), the 
range for males who said "yes" was 4% to 6%; for females it was 1% 
(17-year-olds) to 10% (9-year-olds). The same items were used by 
NAEP with similar results for the national sample, v 

The use of hand calculators was investigated by both CAEP-2 and NAEP-2. 
The Connecticut 9-year-olds who reported that they had "never" used a 
hand calculator constituted 27% of their age group; for 13-year-olds, 
the figure was lower at 20% and still lower for 17-year-olds at 8%. 
The NAEP-2 results for the "never" response were 23%, 30%, and 21% for 
9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds respectively. 

All students were asked, "Do you or does your family own a hand cal- 
culator?" The Connecticut responses to this question wgre "yes" by 
85% of 9-year-olds^ 87% of 13-year-olds, and 93% of 17-year-olds. At 
the national level, the responses were a bit lower at 76%, 79%, and 
86% for 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds respectively. 

All students were asked to estimate the number of hours per day that 
they watched television. Those who reported more than four hours per 
day of TV watching constituted 28% of the 9-year-olds in the CAEP-2 
sample and 41% of those in the CAEP-1 sample. There was also a decline 
in the percentage of 13-year-olds reporting more than four hours of TV 
watching from 25% for CAEPfl to 16% for CAEP-2. The percentage of 
17-year-olds who reported watching TV for more than four hours per day. 
was low for CAEP-1 at 11% and went even lower for CAEP-2 at 6%. As 
with CAEP-1, the overall pattern for CAEP-2 indicated that television 
v<atching tends to decline as student age increases. 



All students were asked, "How much do you like math?" The pattern of 
responses was essentially the same for both CAEP-2 and CAEP-1. At the 
9-year-old level, approximately 50% said. "Very much", while approxi- 
mately lOX said "Not at all." For 13-year-olds, "Very much" "was the 
choice by approximately 30% and "Not at all" the choice by approxi- 
mately lOX. For 17-year-olds, the "Ver/much" choice was made by 
about 20% and the "Not at all" choice by about 20% with the remainder 
selecting "Somewhat." The overall pattern in both CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 
shows that the amount that students say they |l ike math declines as age 
increases. ' " ii 





TABLE 5 



Responses of 9-Year-OldS to Questionnaire Items 
^ Reported in Percentages 







. Sex 






Qutstlonnaire I terns 


All 


M 


F 


1976-77 


1977-18 


MATH MORE FOR BOYS THAN GIRLS 






— 






Yes 


8 


12 


4 




16* 


No 


65 


56 


73 




66 


Undecided 


27 


32 


23 




19 


1 USUALLY UNDERSTAND MATH 












Yes 


84 


86 


82 




39* 


No 


5 


4 


5 




4 


Under Id Ad 


11 


in 


1 1 
1 J 




57 


nAin iJ dUHINU 












Yes 


10 


12 


7 




17* 


No 


51 


50 


51 




52 


Sometimes 


40 


37 


42 




31 


MATH UPSETS ME 












Yes 




5 


3 






No 


69 


69 


70 






Sometimes 


27 

.J 


26 


^27 






nAIH nUKt FDR GIRLS THAN BOYS 












Yes 


8 


6 


10 




13* 


No 


66 


66 


66 




66 


Undecided 


26 


28 


24 




21 


HOU OFTEN USED HAND CALCULATOR 












Often 


14 


15 


12 




31 


Never 


27 


27 


27 




23 


Sometimes 


59 


58 


60 




41 







Sex 


CAEP*1 


NACf* 


Questionnaire Itens 


All 


M 


F 


1976-77 


1977< 


YOU OR FAMILY OWN HAND 












CALCUUTOR 












Yes 


85 


86 


83 




76 


No 


11 


10 






20 


I don*t know 


4 


3 


5 




4 


nOUnd rtR BAT Or TV 












Less than 1 


9 


7 


ID 


6 




Between 1 and 2 


23 


19 


27 


14 




Between 2 and 3 


21 


19 


22 


19 




Between 3 and 4 


19 


20 


18 


20 




More than 4 


28 


34 


23 


41 




HOU MUCH DO YOU LIKE HATH 












Very much 


51 


52 


49 


51 




Somewhat 


42 


40 


44 < 


39 




Not at all 


7 


8 


6 


10 




HOU USEFUL IS HATH COMPARED 












TO OTHER SUBJECTS 












Very useful 


61 


60 


62 


66 




Somewhat useful 


32 


32 


33 


. 29 




Not very useful 


6 


8 


5 


5 





*NAEP-2 response categories use*! different words, but meanings 
were essentially the same as the CAEP category words. 
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TABLE 6 



Responses of 13-Year-Olds to Questionnaire Items 
Reported In Percentages 







Sex 


CAEP-1 




Questlonntttre Items 


All 


H 


F 


1976-77 


1977-76 


MATH MORE FOR BOYS THAN GIRIS 












Yes 


s 


8 


2 




2* 


No 


69 


62 


75 






Undecided 


26 


30 


23 




5 


IMPORTANT TO KNOW MATH TO GET 








1 
1 




GOOD JOB . 












Yes 


96 


96 


96 






No 


1 


2 


1 






Un(fcclded 


3 


2 


3 






HATH USEFUL SOLVING PROBLEMS 












IN EVERYDAY LIFE 












Yes 


85 


87 


84 




70* 

fit 


No 


S 


5 


5 




12 


Undecided 


10 


a 


11 




9 


HATH IS BORING 












Yes 


12 


13 


10 






No 




43 


36 






Sometimes 


49 


44 


54 






HATH UPSETS HE ' 












Yes 


4 


5 


4 






No 


62 


65 


58. 






Somettmes 


34 


30 


38 






HATH MORE FOR GIRLS THAN BOYS 












Yes 


3 


4' 


2 




5* 


No 


72 


68 


75 




85 


Undecided 


25 


2U 


23 




10 


HOU OFTEN USED HAND CALCULATOR 






i 






Often 


11 


12 


11 




23** 


Never 


20 


21 


19 




30 


Some times 


69 


67 


71 
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Questfonndire Items 

YOU OR FAMILY OWN HAf^O 
CALCULATOR j 

No 

I don't know 
I USUALLY UNOERSTAt^O HATH 

Yes 

No 



TAKE MATH ONLY BECAUSE 
I ilAVE TO 

Yes 
No 



HOW HARD ARE MATH COURSES 

Easier than most' 
About same as most 
Harder than most 



HOURS PER DAY OF TV 

r 



Less than 1 
Between 1 and 2 
Between 2 and 3 
Between *J and 4 
More than 4 



HOW MUCH PO YOU LIKE MATH 



Very much 
Somewhat 
Not at all 



HOW USEFUL IS MATH COMPARED 
TO OTHER SUBJECTS 



Very useful 
Somewhat useful 
Not very useful 



iEP-2 response categories have been combined: 
»"No" 

lAEPY^^Y^te categories have been combined: 
leek'^K |(^:e a month" to "Sometimes". ^ 



"Agree" and "Strongly agree" to * 
•Almost daily" and "A few times 



Yes"; "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree" 
a week" to ?tOften"; "Less than once a 



TABLE 7 



Responses of 17-Year-Olds to Questionnaire Items 
Reported in Percentages 



QittttlmiMlrt I IMS 



NATH MOU rOR BOYS J\m 

Yet > 
No 

lMPORrA>iT TO KNOW MATH TO GET 
GOOD JUS 

- Tei 
Ho 

I WOULD LIK£ TO WORK AT JOB 
USING HATH 

U% 

No 

Undecldad 

MATH USErut SOLVING PWBLCNS 
IN CVERYOAYLIFe 

Ui 

Ho 

Undecided 

HATH IS QORINC 

Yet 
Ha . 
So«ettaet 

MATH UPSns HI 

Yes 

No 

Sometimes 

MATH MORE FOR GIRLS THAN 60YS 

Yes 

Ho 

Undtclded 

HOW brT£N useo hand calculator 

Often 
Never 
SoAetlnes 

YOU OR FAMILY OWN HANO 
CALCaATOR 

Yes 

No 

I ilon*t know 

I USUALLY UHO£RSTAND MATH 
Yes 
No 



rOOK MATH ONLY BECAUSE I KAO TO 
Yes 




All 



21 
35 
4S 



34 

66 



Sex 



\2 



CACf-l 
1976-77 



NACP-I 

l977-7i 



2* 
91 
7 



77*^ 

n 

10 




i(Undec1d 



26** 

(Undecided 11) 



33 
2) 
41 



13 
1 



67*» 

20 
d 14) 



^ ,>0ueU1onna1rt Item 




<^f&IS n% DAY OF TV 

Ltsf than 1 
Between 1 and 2 
6etwceft-2 and 3 
Between 3 and 4 
More thin 4 ^ 

HOW MUCH DO YOU LIKE MATH 

Very nuch 
SoircMhit 
Not it ill 

HOW USEFUL IS HATH COMPARED TO 
OTHER SUBJECTS 

Very useful 
SomeMhit useful 
Not very useful 

OF GRADES 9, ID, M, HOW MANY 
YEARS Of HATH 

None 

1 year 

2 ycirs 

3 yciri 

HOW HARD ARE MATH COURSES 

Cisfer thdn most courses 
About the same ii most 
HirOer thin most 

WHICH STATtMENT BEST DESCRIBES 
YOUR FEELINGS 

Hdth Is my fivorlte 

Hath Is one of ii^y favorites 

Hath Is notjine of my 

favorites^ 
Hath Is my least favorite 

HOURS PER WEEK EMPLOYED OUTSIDE 
OF SCHOOL 

None 

I to 5 
6 to 10 

II to 15 
16 to 20 
21 to 25 
More thin 25 



All 



0.3 
2 

18 
79 



Sex 



24 

35 
24^ 
12 
S 



0.2 
2 

14 
84 



CACP-1 
1976-77 



18 
61 
20 



0.4 

3 

23 
73 



n 

30 
23 
IS 
11 



21 
56 
23 



35 
56 
9 



0.3 

7 
24 
69 



**HAl.p.2 response citegortes have been combined. 
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Achlevement on Total Test bv Questionnaire Response Groups 



Table 8 presents the achievement averages on the total test for 
various reporting groups at each age level. 

Males and females scored essentially the same on the total test at the 
9- and 13-year-old levels. Male 17-year-olds performed higher than 
females by six percentage points at 78% and 72% respectively. 

Two items asked students if they felt that mathematics was more for 
one sex than the other. At each age level, those who said "yes" tended 
to score lower on the total test than did those who said "no" or were 
undecided. 

The profiles were similar for three attitude items; the first asked 
students if they felt that math is boring, the second asked if they 
felt it upsets them, and the third asked how much they like math. The 
9- and 13-year-olds who indicated a negative attitude tended to score 
from one to eleven percentage points below other students, while at 
the 17-year-old level, students who answered negatively scored from 
eleven to eighteen percentage points lower on the total test than ' 
other students. 

The results for an item asking how often the student had used a hand 
calculator showed only small differences in total achievement among 
responses; with 13- and 17-year-olds who responded "never" scoring 
slightly 4ower than other students. At each age level, students who 
said that their family did not own a calculator tended to score 
approximately 10 percentage points lower than other students. 

On a question concerning how many hours per day students watched tele- 
vision, those who reported watching less than two hours scored from 6 
to 18 percentage points higher than those who reported watching more 
than four hours, with the smallest difference recorded for 9-year-olds 
and the largest for 17-year-olds. 

Several questions were asked of 17-year-olds only. One such question 
concerned the number of years the student had studied math in grades 
9, 10, or 11. Students reporting 3 years of math averaged 76% on 
achievement. Those with only one year of math averaged 5735 on achieve- 
ment. Another question asked how many hours per week students were 
employed outside of school. There was essentially no relationship 
between hours of employment and total test score, with all categories 
achieving at about the 73% level. ' 



TABLE 8 (continued) 



Questionnaire Items 



Average Percentage of Items 
Answered Correctly on Total Test 

9-Year-Olds 13-Year-Olds 17-Year-Olds 



HOW .USEFUl. IS MATH COMPARED 
TO OTHER SUBJECTS 

Very useful 

Somewhat useful 

Not very useful 

I WOULD LIKE TO WORK AT JOB 
USING MATH 

Yes 

No 

Undecided 

3F GRADES 9, 10» 11, HOW 
MANY YEARS OF MATH 
None |- 

1 year 

2 ye^ars 

3 years 

WHICH STATEMENT BEST DESCRIBES 

YOUR FEELINGS 
Math Is tny favorite 
Math Is one of my favorite 
Math Is not one of my favorite 
Math Is my least favorite 

rIOURS PER WEEK EMPLOYED OUTSIDE 
3F SCHOOL 
None 

I to 5 
6 to 10 

II to 15 
16 to 20 
21 to 25 
More than 25 



78 
77 
67 



NA 



NA 



NA 



NA 
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PART III: INTERPRETATIOi^S MD RtCOMMENDAtlONS 



INTRODUCTION 



Discussion 



The Statewide Mathematics Advisory Committee (SMAC) has collaborated 
with personnel of the Connecticut State Department of Education and 
members of the Mathematics Education Center, School of Education, 
The University of Connecticut In Interpreting the results of the- 
assessment. The Interpretations df results and the recommendations 
for mathematics education In, Connecticut are presented In this sec- 
tion of the report. 

In designing the mathematics tests and In considering the' f inJings , 
SMAC recognized that there are certain limitations In any effort to 
assess achievement In mathematics. There are many more worthy goals 
and objectives than can reasonably be assessed by a paper and pencil 
test In a limited period of time. Hence, SMAC selected for assess- 
ment those mathematics objectives which the members considered to be 
•of high priority. Also, for each objective thfere are unlimited possi- 
bilities for combinations of Items which could be selected to assess 
the objective, ranging from very easy to extremely difficult. Items 
were selected which. In the professional opinion of Committee members, 
represented reasonable achievement expectations for a particular grade 
level. 

The reader Is reminded that the tests were different for each age/grade 
level even though the goal areas and some of the objectives have the 
same names. 

In general, the task force was happy to see an Increase In the perfor- 
mance of 9-year-olds In the CAEP-2 statewide sample as compared to the 
CAEP-1 sample. However, there was continued concern over the perfor- 
mance of 13-year-olds which showed a small decrease from CAEP-1 to 
CAEP-2. Seventeen-year-olds performed at about the same level on both 
assessments. Overall, the results indicated, the need to continue to 
strengthen the mathematics program in Connecticut 





General Recommendations" 



. (1) Care should be exercised to maintain a balanced emphasis between 
"basic" computation and the other areas of the mathematics cur- 
riculum. 

(2) The role of calculators in mathematics education sjiould be sub- 
jected to research studies. 

(3) The amount of time in minutes per week assigned to the teaching 
of mathematics in grades K-8 should be increased. 



GOAL AREA 1: MATHEMATICAL CONCEPTS 



Discussion 



Both 9-year-olds and 17-year-olds performed at about the same level for 
this goal area as their average performances for all goal areas. 
However, of all goal areas for 13-year-olds, this one showed the lowest 
score at 615^. Two items on the test for 13-year-olds were chiefly res- 
ponsible for the relatively low average score in this goal area. Only 
24% of 13-year-olds correctly identified a fraction falling between 1/4 
and 3/8 (ItemJ56) and only 44% correctly gave the percent equivalent 
to the fraction 1/5 (Item #32). 

These performances represent a drop from the level of performance of 
13-year-olds in CAEP-1 who scored 32% and 55% respectively on the same 
two items., CAEP-2 17-year-olds on the same items scored somewhat higher 
at 52% and 62% respectively. On a new item which asked which of four 
fractions is least , 13-year-olds scored 54% (Item #57), and 17-year-olds 
scored 75% (Itefinr58). 
» 

Thirteen-year-olds scored 53% on an item asking which of four decimals 
represents the greatest number (Item #62), and on the same item, 17-year 
olds scored 72% (Item #66). , 

On shared items in Goal Area 1, the average level of performance for 
CAEP-2 had remained about the same as the CAEP-1 performances for 9- 
and 17-year-olds, and had decreased slightly at the 13-year-old level. 
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Recommendations 



(1) At all grade levels, there should be Increased emphasis on - 
understanding relationships between fractions and decimals. 
Of particular practical Importance in'the age of the cal- 
culator is the technique of converting from fraction nota- ^ 

f. 'tion to' decimal notation. 

(2) The emphasis on ordering and place value in the early grades 
should continue, and increased emphasis should be given to 
ordering of fractions and decimals in later grades. The 
recommendation from CAEP-1 for more emphasis on the concepts 
of "less than" and "more than" is reinforced. ■ 

(3) Recoimiendations from CAEP-1 concerning fractional concepts ' 
are reiterated, in grades one through four there should be > 
emptfasis on the meaning of fractions. Students in the third 

^rfd fourth grades should be matching equivalent fractions 
A^nd models of equivalent fractions should be used as aids in 
grades three through* eight. 

(4) Ther^ should be emphasis given to the concept of percent, with 
particular attention to the relationship between percents and 
proportions in grades 7 and 8. 

(5) The mathematics curriculum at all grade levels shouldvinclude 
increased opportunities for students to experience mathematical 
concepts and to develop a stronger intuitive sense of number. ' 
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GOAL i AREA 2: COMPUTATION 



Discussion 



At each age 1eve1» the average score for the Computation goal area was 
among the highest for all goal areas,^ . Nlne^year-olds had an overall 
average of 829(i on Items shared with CAEP*1» the performance level for 
CAEP-2 at 8U was higher than the CAEP^I level of 75%. The 13-year- 
olds* overall average on computation was 75%» and the overall average 
for 17-year-olds was 8056, Both 13- and 17-year-olds matched the l 
CAEP-1 performance levels' on shared Items. 

The performanceis of CAEP-2 9-year-jolds on three Items represented 
sizeable gains as compared to CAEP-1 performances on the same Items. 
On an Item Involving subtraction of whole numbers (Item #7) » the 
CAEP-2 performance was at the 60% level as compared to 51% for CAEP-1. 
An Item requiring the addition of four dollar-and-cents figures 
(Item #10) resulted In a score of 55% for CAEP-2 and 48% for CAEP-1. 
For a whole number multiplication Item (Item #13)» the results were 
77% for CAEP-2 and 68% for CAEP-1. 

In order to get some base-line data on an objective concerning the 
ability of 9-year-olds to divide whole numbers with one digit divisors, 
four suchM terns were included on the CAEP-2 tests (#'s 6» 14» 15» 18). 
The' CAEP-1 test did not include such items. The range of scores for 
these items was 77% to 89%. 

Both 13- and 17-year-old5r achieved well on whole number items. How-, 
ever » there is still some room for improvement in computation items 
where zero is involved. For the item» 671 x 402, the achievement level 
for 13-year-olds was 75%Mnd for 17'-year-olds it was 83%. While these 
performances were a bit better tt>an the corresponding NAEP-2 national 
performances on the same item (72% and 79%) it is reasonable to expect 
higher scores by Connecticut students. The CAEP-1 item, 714 i- 7, was 
repeated on the CAEP-2 test for both 13- and 17-year-olds and results 
were slightly higher than those for CAEP-1. For 13-year-olds, the 
CAEP-2, CAEP-1 scores were 80%, 74%; for 17-year-olds the scores were 
76%, 77%. Once again^ the incorrect choice, 12, was fairly common and 
seemed to highlight the importance of estimating the reasonableness of 
an answer. Another division Item which required a zero in the answer 
was the NAEP-2 item, 3052 t 28, used at the 17-year-old level where 
72% of Connecticut students answered it correctly, this was a res- 
pectable level for an item as difficult as this, particularly when 
compared to the NAEP-2 n^itional results of 52% answering correctly. 
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•The CAEP-2 results for both 13- and 17-year-olds in adding, and sub- 
tracting decimals were essentially the same .as the CAEP-1 results. 

•Both 13- and 17-year-olds performed 'reasonably well on multiplication 
and division of decimals. However, just as with, CAEP-1, there was 
evidence of difficulties with decimal placement. The lowest perfor- 
mance was by 13-year-olds on a decimal -Jby-decimal division item 
(#17, 67%), an item type not used on CAEP-1. On the same item, 
17-year-olds were higher with 77% answering correctly. 

For the objective dealing with addition and subtraction of fractions 
and mixed numbers (Objective #2.5), at both theJ3- and 17-j?ear-old 
levels there were three items shared by CAEP-1 and CAEP-2; the results 
were rel&tively low compared to other computation items and essentially 
the same both times. The averages of the three items for 13-year-olds 
were 64% for CAEP-2 and 66% for CAEP-1. The averages of the three items 
for 17-year-olds were 68% for CAEP-2 and 69% for CAEP-1. On Items com- 
mon to both age levels, 17-year-olds scored from 13 to 115 percentage 
points higher than 13-year-olds, an encouraging result. /Just as with 
CAEP-1, the CAEP-2 difficulty appears to be mainly with finding lowest 
common denominators. 

The CAE?-2 results for both 13- and 17-year-olds (71% average for, both 
age groups) for multiplication and division of fractions and mixed num- 
bers were essentially the same as the CAEP-1 results (73% for 13-year- 
olds and 68% for 17-year-olds) on shared Items. For CAEP-2, two divi- 
sion Items were Included at the 13-year-old level (CAEP-1 did not test 
13-year-olds on division with fractions); the results were somewhat 
low at 55% and 59%. f 

A new objective on the ability to use percent (Objective 2.7) was 
Included on the CAEP-2 tests at both the 13- and 17-year-old levels. 
The results were somewthat low on two NAEP-2 Items used with both age 
levels. On the item, "30 is what percent of 60", 43% of 13-year-olds 
and 61% of 17-year-olds answered correctly. Each age level performed 
only as well as the corresponding NAEP-2 national sample. A very low 
performance was shown on the item, what is 4% of 75? Only 23% of 
13-year-olds and 46% of 17-year-olds answered correctly. The Improve- 
ment from the younger to the older level should be noted. The per- 
formances by Connecticut students were almost twice as high as their 
respective NAEP-2 national counterparts. 

Overall, the CAEP-l/CAEP-2 comparison indicated that Connecticut stu- 
dents generally have shown some small improvements in computation 
skills and have not lost ground in other areas of the curriculum. 

■ I. • - 
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Reconwendations 



(1) More emphasis should be given to whole number computations where 
z|ro Is Involved In either the problem or In the answer. 

(2) txtra consideration should be given to the correct placement of 
the decimal point In multiplication and division problems. 

(3) Emphasis at all grade levels should be given to estimating 
answers and to considering the reasonableness of solutions. 
This Is of particular Importance as the use of calculators 
becomes more commonplace. 

(4) Beginning In grade seven and continuing In higher grade levels, 
more emphasis should be given to computations Involving the use { 
of percent. , ; 



GOAL AREA 3: 



ERIC 



MEASUREMENT 

■ ■ ■ • ■ ~l , 



Discussion 




The results in the Measuren^riit goi^l a'^fep were 
age group to another. ' The 9-yearrolds' l^erfo 
was a bit higher than thei^verag| for the^|;( 
olds' performance was seven percentage pqilflts'^^b^] ow 
average, and the 17-year-ol,d§' attera^ge for the 
tially the same as their total test avei^ge.. 

For the nioit part, D-yelr-oddii repeated, the corripara 



u1 t^^jVArl^dsf rom^ohe, 
"^.Ini this goal ar^iea 
the l^^yea 
r vtotal test 
w.as*'^sseniH-. 



of performance of their CAEP->, couhterpafts on the s 
Measurement goal ftrea'(ll 'out of 14 were sljared I tem 





yeiy^ high level 
ired^^Hi terns of the". 



terns) . Jiowever 



th$ 



students demonstrated a poor performance on two. metric meastife ijtems 
Only 44% of the 9,-yearAolds aoSwered correctly tliat One mefer* e 
100 centimeters dnd oni^ 49%^.ident1f1edJlM?|^ki4p!neter as the be 
metric measure for. the<di stance between cifies as eohtrasted 
95% who identified the.'mile as the best U.^.^measdre^^for tht 
between New York 'and Bottori. ' . 



r 





The^ performance -of l3pyeaV^olds was quite variable on items dealing 
with npasurtimant. Th^yldid reasonably well on the perimeter of a 
• triangle (79$' level) and somewhat less well on the perimeter of a 
rrfctangle(,56X, level)', 

', ,. ■ 'T ' 

The g^:eatest \*arj ability in the performance of 13-year-olds came In 
•Objective 3.3jniotric). While 79ill correctly identifiod the liter as 
the- best.un1t.for the measure of a gasoline tank and 69% correctly 
,.1de^.t1f1ed^the kilometer as the best unit for the distance between 
. ctttes, only 39% were correct in converting eight kilograms to grams 
and only 49%. were correct In converting 357 centimeters to meters. 
Seyente^^year-olds performed only slightly higher on these last 
two items (45% and 53% respectively), 

•The CAEP'*2 tests for 13-year-olds and 17-year-olds included the same 
, thi^efe GAEP-l items on converting U.S. units of measure to equivalent 
. units of measure. On an item requiring the conversion of 1 1/2 pound 
,to ounces, the CAEP-2 performance by 13-year-olds at 50% was 8 per- 
•centage points lower than the CAEP-1 performance. On the same item, 
the 17-year-olds scored 73% on CAEP-2 and 74% on CAEP-1. An item 
requiring the conversion ef 30 inches Into feet and Inches resulted 
in a difference of 8 percentage points between CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 at 
the 13-year-old level, with the CAEP-2 score of 78% the lower of 
the two. The performances of 17-year-olds on the Item was high for 
both CAEP-2 and CAEP-1, with CAEP-2 again the lower at 88% to -92%. 
Oa an item requiring the conversion of 8 quarts Into gallons, the 
results for 13-year-olds were lower on CAEP-2 than on CAEP-1 by 9 
percentage points, 67% to 76%. The results for 17-year-olds were 
,be1;ter, but still favored CAEP-1 , 79% to 84%.^ The differences 
seem to be evidence that there has been some deemphasis in recent 
Vears on work with U.S. units of measure in anticipation of 
increased importance of metric units. >■ 

Rec ommendations 

More attention should be given to perimet«pr and area problems, 
beginning in fourth grade. 

Work with U.S. units of measure shoul d continue (particularly 
in the upper grade levels) until it is obvious that the con- 
version to metric units has become widespread in everyday 
applications. 

(3) At all levels, multiplying and dividing by multiples of 10 
should be given special attention to provide a strong back- 
ground for working within the metric system. 

(4) More emphasis should be given to metric terminology and to 
converting to equivalent units within the metric system. 

(5) The teaching of measurement should be encouraged in applied 
areas such as home economics, shop, and science as well as 
in mathematics. 
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QOAL AREA 4: TABUS AND GRAPHS 



Discussion 



The Tables and Graphs goal area produced mixed levels of results 
across the age levels. This was the lowest of all goal areas for 
9-year-olds at 63X, a middle goal area for 13*year-olds at 73%. and 
the highest goal area for 17«year-o1ds at 82%. 

Nine-year-olds In CAEP-2 matched the satisfactory performance of their 
CAEP-1 counterparts on two bar graph Items for which the respective 
averages were 8U and 83%. However, only 47% were able to read cor- 
rectly a table of sock sizes matched with shoe sizes. On an Item In 
which they were required to Identify the bar graph depicting certain 
given data (Item #60), 42% were correct. While low, this result com- 
pares favorably with the NAEP-2 national results of 32%. 

In Interpreting data from tables and graphs, both 13- and 17-year- 
olds performed at levels which the committee considered to be reason- 
ably high for the age/grade level, with the exception of a NAEP-2 
Item used at both age levels (Item #60 for 13-year-olds, Item #51 for 
17-year-olds). The Hem required reading and Interpreting a circle 
graph; Connecticut l3-year-olds performed at a lower level than the 
NAEP-2 national sample at 55% to 64%, and 17-year-olds were lower than 
the NAEP-2 sample at 66% to 70%. 



Recommendations 



(1) Continued attention should be given to reading and Interpreting 
tables and graphs, particularly the use of tables and graphs in 
problem solving situations. 
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m AREA 8? APPtlCATIONS/PROBLEMS 

■ 

Discussion 

. . > ■ ' I 

: ■ 1 ' ■ i 

The performance at all three kge levels on problems was low. Nine-, 
13-, and 17-year-old8 on the liverage for, thfi goal area scored 6ax, 
66X, and 70% respectively, i i 

I I • 

CAEP-2, 9-year-olds achieved at a higher level than their counterparts 
on. each Item shared with CAEP-il. On an itern concerning the change 
from $5.00 for a $1.40 purchase, the CAEP-2 'score was 57%, and the 
CAEP-1 score was 18 points lower at 39%. Mt\i CAEP-2 and CAEP-1 had 
high scores on an item about tihe cost of 7 b'^dks at $2.00 each, with 
the CAEP-2 score just one point higher at 86l. 

At the 13-year-old level,, the CAEP-2 scores Were at about the same 
level or a bit below the CAEP-1 scores on shiired items. Both groups 
scored high on an item about a rocket directed at a target 525 miles 
south which landed 624 miles south; the open-ended question asked by 
how many miles it missed its target. The CAEP-2 result was 82%, and 
the CAEP-1 result was 81%. On an item dealing with discounts on a 
TV set of 10% and 15%, the CAEP-2 score was 5 points lower than the 
CAEP-1 score, 56% to 61%. 

For 17-year-olds, the results on shared items were about the same for 
CAEP-2 and CAEP-1. On an item asking the 6% tax on a $200 TV set, the 
CAEP-2 score of 83% was 3 points higher than the CAEP-1 score. 

Connecticut 9-year-olds outscored their national counterparts on each 
of the four items shared with NAEP-2. The largest differences was in 
an item asking about the cost of three items from a menu. The CAEP-2 
score was 88% as compared to the NAEP national scor^ of 63%. On an 
item asking how much more a $5.25 book costs than a $2.75 airplane, 
the CAEP-2 score was somewhat low at 54%, but the NAEP-2 score was 
even lower at 46%. 

At both the 13-, and 17-year-old levels, the CAEP-2 results were about 
the same as the NAEP-2 results. The 13-year-olds scored low (44% for 
CAEP-2 and 35% for NAEP-2) on an item which asks how many feet of fen- 
cing Mr. Jones needs for his 10 by 6 rectangular garden. The 17-year- 
olds' performances were low on an item dealing with the amount of each 
installment in the purchase of an automobile; the CAEP-2 score was 41% 
and the NAEP-2 score was lower at 35%. 
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Th« ivicttnce supports the opinion th^t; st;ud«nU ar^ not getting 
sufficient practice In handling practical i real-world problems. 



WfCQiiitien 



(1) Problem-solving Is of highest priori t,y and as such should be an 
Integral part of all n)ath act1v1t1§8» not simply an isolated 
topic. Basic skills and concepts should be Integrated with 
problenis that strengthen computational sl^lUs and give relevance 
to the material being studied < 

(2) Techniques of problan-solvlng should be stressed even for good - 
readers; Teachers should stress the importance of analyzing a 
problem and devising a plan for Its solution. Jhey should pro- 
vide frequent practice in identifying the unknown quantity, 
selecting useful pertinent informationi chooslna a procedure 
for solution as well as estimating the reasonableness of an 
answer » and checking for accuracy of computation. 

(3) Every effort should be made to keep problems relevant to the 
experiences and needs of students. 

(4) Mathematics teachers should work with teachers in other curriculum 
areas to help reinforce problem skills. 

(5) The use of calculators is recommended beginning in grade 7 to 
allow students to do the computation part of problems more rapidly 
and hence to allow them more time to do more problems. 

(6) Teachers are encouraged to use the technique of "a problem a day." 

(7) Problem sets should contain a variety of problems requiring various 
arithmetic operations for solutions. 
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aOAl AREA 6; aiOHETRY 



Discussion 



For 9-ye«r-olds, th« geometry go* 1 urea required students to Identify 
and name aeometrlc figures, a task with they were able to do quite 
succiMfuily. The rasulti ware hlgheit (97X) for an Item (131) asking 
students to Identify a square, and somewhat lower but still good for 
an Item on Identifying a rectangle {m%) and an Item (169) on 
Identifying a triangle (82X), Geometry was not a goal area for CAEP-l, 
9-year-olds. 

The/geometry goal area for U-year-olds produced mixed results. Stu- 
dents performed well on Identifying parallel lines (Item #53, 9U) and 
on Identifying the diagonal of a rectangle (Item #61, 91%). On an item 
(#69) requ1r1nr»students to Identify the radius of a circle, 6Q% 
answered correctly In CAEP-2, while 64* of their counterparts In NAEP-2 
answered correctly. The lowest performance level was 52% on Identifying 
an equilateral triangle (Item #64); the corresponding NAEP-2 results 
were even lowftr at 47% answering correctly. 

Geometry for 17-year-olds dealt with a wide variety of geometric con- 
cepts and produced a wide variety of results. These students were 
strongest on Identifying the angle formed by the hands of a clock (75%) 
and on visualizing the number of blocks required to fill a certain 
crate (72%). They were reasonably succesjsful with an Item (#63) re- 
quiring some notion of similar triangles on which 60% of the'students 
in CAEP-2 answered correctly as compared to 52% of their NAEP-2 counter- 
parts. The CAEP-2 score was the same (32%) as tbe CAEP-1 score on an 
Item (#59) requiring that students estimate the circumference of a 
circle given the diameter. 



Recommendations 




(1) Geometry should continue to be a part of the curriculum for the 
elementary grades. 

(2) Emphasis should be given to evidence of geometric concepts and 
models as they occur In the world around students. 

(3) More emphasis should be given to Informal and Intuitive treatments 
of certain geometric concepts and facts for the middle grades and 
for all high school students whether or not th ^ take a full course 
In geometry. 
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TABLE A.l 



Individual Mathematics Item Performance by CAEP-2 9-Year-Ollds 
by Sex, Region* Size, of Community 
w1th'CAEP-1 or NAEP-2 Results Where Applicable 



Number Description of Item 


Percentage of Students Answering Correctly 
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92 


96 


92 


93 


95 


94 


87 


94 


94 


93 


87 




2 659.. 207 - 


93 


92 


91 


93 


91 


91 


94 


94 


91 


94 


87 


94 


92 


92 


88 




1 tti% W 1 M 
J >0J X J * 


92 


92 


92 


91 


91 


92 


93 


91 


94 


95 


88 


$3 


92 


92 


AQ 




4 $4.76 - Q.38 - 


86 


83 


61 


86 


84 


86 


85 


84 


89 


87 


71 


85 


d6 


86 






5 725 ♦ 203 - 


97 


97 


96 


97 


95 


96 


98 


97 


99 


98 


93 


98 


97 


97 


93 




C AC A C ■ A 


90 


89 


88 


90 


85 


93 


95 


84 


90 


92 


82 


90 


90 


90 






7* 1054 . 865 - >v' 


.63 


60 


CO 
90 


62 


59 


67 


64 


62 


62 


61 


45 


64 


62 


62 


51 




8 43 ♦ 71 + 75 ♦ 92 - 


83 


81 


80 


83 


80 


83 


85 


80 . . 


83 


83 


73 


82 


84 


82 




59 


9* 48 X 4 - 


60 


77 


75 


79 


76 


84 


85^ 


71 > 


80 


79 


63 


79 


77 


83 




48 


10* $3.06 + 10.00 ♦ 9.14 ♦ 5.10 - 


57 


55 


54 


57 


55 


65 


58 


56 


54 


51 


46 


^ 60 


56 


56 


48 




11 17 in ■ 
II J/ ▼ lo ■ 


92 


91 


68 


94 


90 


9i 


93 


91 


95 


94 


85 


92 


92 


93 




82 


12* 36 - 19 - 


02 


80 


77 


84 


81 


84 


84 


79 


85 


78 


69 


83 


84 


82 


77 


13 402 X 7 - 


78 


77 


75 


78 


75 


80 


82 


71 


78 


77 


71 


77 


78 


78 


68 




14 $46 « 2 - 


79 


78 


77 


78' 


80 


81 


82 


75 


79 


76 


69 


80 


77 


80 






15 36i > 3 


85 


/ 84 


84 


85 


84 


69 


88 


81 


85 


30 


79 


85 


86 


85 






16 861 - 583 - 


85 


83 


82 


85 


83 


87 


87 


84 


84 


80 


73 


87 


84 


85 


75, 




17 315 X 5 - 


90 


89 


88 


90 


66 


89 


93 


86 


92 


89 


83 


91 


88 


90 






18 64 f 4 - 


79 


77 


76 


7B 


72 


81 


83 


75 


78 


78 ' 


■i69 


78 


77 


80 






19* 12, 17, 22. , 32 


89 


86 


84 


87 


85 


91 


91. 


86 


88 


89 


70 


87 


88 


90 






20* Fractional part of rectangle 


56 


52 


51 


53 


^ 60 


64 


57 


53 


50 


47 


32 


64 


44 


59 




23 


shaded ' 






























21* Paul has 21 stamps. How many 


































will he have after buying 


91 


90 


90 


89 


93 


93 




93 


90 


91 


81 


92 


90 


92 




85 


54 more 
































22* How much more a $5.25 book 


































costs tban a $2.75 airplane 


58 


54 


49 


59 


56 


63 


61 


55 


56 


58 


33 


59 


56 , 


60 




46 


23* At 2 liis^ults per day. how • 


































long for dog to eat 24 


55 


53 


56 


50 


55 


61 


55 


52 


55 


53 


39 


60 


52 


55 


27 ' 




biscuits 


































24 How much for 7 books at 


































$2.00 each 


88 


86 


85 


86 




90 


90 


87 


86 


84 


74 


90 


87 


87' 


85 




2^$ Change from $5 for a $1.40 


































purchase 


60 


57 


52 


61 


56 


64 


64 


62 


52 


56 


40 


59 


59 


39 




26 Total cost of 3 Items on a 


































menu 


90 


88 


86 


9) 


90 


.92 


90 


88 


90 


92 


80 


90 


89 


91 




63 


Z7 Amount of food 5 rabbits eat 


































In one week at rate of 2 lbs. 


57 


• 54 


57 


51 


56 


65 


56 


52 


52 


5a 


38 


60 


52 


58 




51 


per week for one rabbit 


































28 At ratg, of 5 ml n. per window. 


























681 








^^^^^Eiif^^""^* time for 10 


69 


66 


66 


65 


64 


78 


71 


65 


67 


65 


48 


74 


67 


61 





ERIC' 



29 

31 
32 
33 
34 

35 

36 

' 37 

38 
39 
40 
41 

42 
43 



Fractional part of rectangle 
shaded 

762 Is equal to which sum 
Hhlch figure Is a square 
Hhlch number Is least (whole) 
Time on clock (10 to 4) 
A quarter equals how many 
nickels 

Best measure of toothbrush 
(inch) 

In Mhlch number does 7 stand 
for 7 thousand 

2 quarUrs, 1 dime, 3 nickels 
Is how much 

Number 10 more than 4375 
Fraction of dots colored in 
Time on clock (6:25) 
One meter equals how many 
centimeters 
In 3654 the 4 means 
Best measure NY to Boston 
(mile) 

44 Bar graph - who weighs most 

45 Bar graph - who weighs closest 
to 50 pounds . 

46 Tens place digit In 2079 

47 Time two hours ago 

48 Read a table of sock sizes 

49 Length of nail to nearest 
centimeter 

50 A dollar equals how many 
quarters 

51 Best measure of distance 
between cities (kilometer) 

52 Which Is a rectangle 

53 The sum of three hundreds, 
eight tens, and four ones 

54 Time In one-half hour 

55 Fractional part of circle 
shaded 

56, Which number Is greatest 
(whole) 

57 Twenty pennies equals how 
mdr\y nickels « 

58 length of pencil to nearest 
Inch 

59 Identify a figure as a 
triangle 

60 Which bar graph presents 6 
given ages 



69 


65 


65 


66 


72 


76 


73 




62 


• 79 


80 


79 


75 


88 


83 


82 


98 


97 


96 


97 


96 


98 


99 


98 


06 


84 


83 


85 


82 


88 


86 


84 


79 


76 


76 


77 


77 


79 


81 


79 


95 


94 


94 


93 


95 


97 


96 


94 


O 1 

o 1 


79 


78 


80 


80 


84 


85 


76 


ou 


/o 


81 


76 


< 

77 


85 


85 


78 


86 


84 


83 


84 


83 


86 


89 


88 


62 


59 


61 


57 


57 


65 


65 


58 


78 


74 


73 


75 


78 


81 


81 


75 


89 


87 


89 


85 


90 


93 


90 


86 


46 


44 


45 


44 


47 


43 


52 


42 


88 


83 


83 


84 


85 


90 


90 


87 


96 


95 


95 


94 


96 


97 


07 




97 


95 


95 


96 


97 


97 


97 


96 


70 


67 


69 


65 


69 


70 


74 


65 


80 


76 


75 


76 


76 


82 


82 


79 


75' 


71 


73 


69 


73 


79 


75 


73 


49 


47 


43 


50 


43 


55 


56 


42 


93 


91 


91 


92 


90 


94 , 


95 


93 


93 


91 


92 


90 


90 


95 


96 


93 


52 


49 


57 


42 


52 


59 


54 


47 


82 


80 


79 


eo 


78 


80 


87 


83 


83 


79 


81 


78 


77 


88 


87 


82 


92 


89 


89 


88 


90 


93 


92 


93 


74 


71 


70 


72 


76 


79 


78 . 


69 


73 


69 


69 


70 


72 


79 


76 


68 


83 


80 


80 


80 


79 


84 


86 


81 ' 


95 


92 


92 


92 


93 


95 


96 


95 


85 


82 


81 


82 


84 


84 


90 


85 


45 


42 


41 


43 


37 


52 


47 


36 



63 
79 
99 
85 
75 

94 

79 

74 

81 
63 
73 
89 

42 
87 

95 
96 

73 
79 
74 
47 

91 

92 

50 
79 

80 
89 

70 

70 

80 

93 

83 

46 



62 
81 
97 
89 
76 

92 

73 

79 

87 
59 
72 
84 

44 

86 

96 
97 

69 
79 
74 
47 

95 

91 

40 
79 

76 
92 

69 

69 

81 

97 

80 

47 



46 
63 
89 
76 
64 

86 

72 

68 

72 
39 
56 
76 

35 
59 

86 
88 

48 
52 
48 
33 

80 



35 
68 

58 
72 

53 

50 

64 

78 

63 

27 



74 
82 
98 
84 
77 

95 

83 

81 

87 
62 
80 
87 

52 
86 

95 
96 

68 
77 
73 
52 

94 

93 

58 
84 

85 
91 

77 

73 

82 

94 

87 

50 



61 
81 
98 
85 
80 

95 

80 

81 

85 
60 
72 
89 

44 

87 

96 
98 

70 
80 
76 
46 

91 

94 

48 
80 

81 
91 

67 

71 

81 

92 

82 

36 



71 
83 
98 
87 
79 

95 

79, 

80 

87 
64 

60 
90 

43 

90 

97^ 
96 

73 
82 
75 
50 

95 

94 

50 
82 

84 
92 

77 

74 

84 

97 

87 

47 



61 
81 

83 
76 

92 

87 

78 



59 
73 
83 



80 

95 
96 

70 

68 

92 
87 



78 
89 

72 

65 

79 

93 



^pen-ended Item 

♦♦Regions do not Include Big Cities 




TABLE A.2 

Individual Mathematics Item Performance by eAEP-2 13- Year-Olds 
by Sex, Region, Size of Community 
with CAEP-1 or NAEP-2 Results Where Applicable 



f font 


Description of Item 


Percentage of Students Answering Correctly 


Connecticut 


Natloi 

1 077 71 


State 
Minus 
Big 

Cities 


All 


Sex 


Reg 1 on** 


Size of Cormunlty 


CAEP-1 
1976-77 


M 


F 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


5 




9 
C 


•1 


H 


1 


826 ♦ 786 - 


96 


96 


96 


96 


97 


96 


\ 97 


97 


97 


95 


95 


96 


97 


97 


97 




2 


609 X 73 - 


96 


94 


93 


95 


96 


96 


95 


95 


97 


94 


84 


' 96 


95 


96 






3 


714 t 7 • 


82 


80 


80 


80 


85 


82 


85 


78 


80 


77 


71 


80 


82 


83 


74 




4 • 


425 X 0.33 - 


90 


88 


87 


89 


90 


93 


93 


87 


88 


89 


73 


91 ' 


88 


91 


86 ' 




5 


2 3/8^3 7/8 - 


68 


64 


62 


66 , 


70 


71 


69 


68 


67 


60 


38 


74 


58 


71 


64 




6 


5/6 - 1/3 - 


55 


51 


49 


52 


53 


67 


54 


53 


51 


38 


28 


58 


46 


53 


53 




7* 


1054 - 865 - 


89 


88 


87 


89 


' 88 


89 


91 


87 


91 


91 


80 


89 


88 . 


90 


87 




8* 


43 ♦ 71 ♦ 75 ♦ 92 '» 


92 


92 


90 


93 ; ; 


94 


91 


93 


92 


91 


95 


88 


92 


91 


93 




87 


9* 


1/2 ♦ 1/3 - 


55 


52 


50 


54 


53 


68 


53 


52 


52 


42 


34 


59 


48 


57 




40 


10* 


30 Is what % of 60? 


47 


43 


51 


36 


46 


55 


52 


34 


47 


40 


20 


47 


41 


51 




42 


11* 


36 - 19 - 


95 


94 


94 


94 


94 


95 


95 


95 


93 


95 


90 


95 


93 


95 


93. 




12* 


7.54 ♦ 1.52 » 


86 


84 


82 


87 


87 


88 


85 


85 


85 


80 


77 


88 


83 


86 




78 


13* 


If 23.8 subtracted from 62.1 


77 


74 


72 


77 


76 


80 


78 


74 


78 


75 


58 


81 


72 


77 


72 




14 


2/3 X 3/4 - 


81 


78 


75 


81 


83 


84 


80 


79 


83 


75 


63 


84 


75 


83 


79 




15 


$10.00 - 1.98 - 


92 


91 


91 


90 


92 


91 


92 


93 


92 


93 


84 


92 


91 


92 


85 




16 


1.29 X 0.06 - 


72 


71 


C7 
0/ 


74 


7rt 
/U 


7C 


7 1 
/ J 


7rt 
/O 


76 


66 


62 


72 


71 


73 






17 


1.-96 t 0,04 - 


70 


67 


<^C 


CQ 

bo 


70 


77 
/ / 


7 9 
/ C 


65 


CQ 

bo 


61 


46 


7n 
/U 


70 


71 
/I 






18 


4 1/2x3- 


7 9 


Do 


68 


68 


75 


77 


74 


68 


71 


57 


•45 


73 


66 


74 


68 




19 


339 t 22 - 


Q7 


90 


88 


92 


91 


92 


93 


94 


90 


90 


80 


54 


89 


92 


QA 
OH 




20* 


671 x 402 « 


7c 
/D 


7c 


71 


7 7 
// 


81 


76 


7c 

/o 


7c 

lb 


74 


77 


64 


79 


72 


77 




72 


21*. 


What fractional part of 




































rectangle shaded? 


09 


on 


89 


n 1 
9 1 


o8 


94 


92 


92 


9b 


on 

88 


7Q 

/o 


93 


92 


92 




87 




17 nt; Ala 


nc 

OD 


□J 


80 


8b 


87 


86 


88 


83 


85' 


80 


66 


86 


85 


85 






23* 


48 X 4 ^ 




J J 


93 


94 


93 


94 


94 


95 


93 


96 


90 


93 


93 


95 






C*M 


1 9R A Q a 


OA 
JO 


QC 


95 


95 


97 


97 


* 96 


96 


95 


96 


88 


97 


96 


96 


94 




25* 


wnac IS 4* or /br 


9c 


23 


24 


22 


26 


30 


25 


23 ' 


24 


17 


12 


26 


21 


27 






cb 


A 1 /9 9 1 />l 9 


oU 


70 


75 


80 


81 


85 


80 


78 


83 


69 


64 


83 


77 


81 


80 




97 
CI 


wnac IS cj/k Or our 


7 1 


/I 


75 


68 


74 


79 


74 


64 


75 


74 


60 


73 


69 


76 






9a 

CO 


A 9 w n 1 s 


70 

/o 


/4 


71 


77 


76 


84 


81 


75 


75 


65 


55 


78 


, 76 


79 


70 




9Q 


4 t 1/2 " 


58 


55 


55 


55 


60 


64 


56 


55 


58 


52 


36 


63 


46 


62 






30 


3/8 X 2 - 


70 


68 


DD 


7r\ 
/O 


7rt 
/u 


7R 


7rt 
/u 


DD 


1 J 


DD 


54 


73 




74 


7*1 




31 


3/4 t 3 « ^ 


61 


59 


55 


63 


63 


66 


58 ' 


57 


61 


57 


49 


61 


55 


64 






32* 


1/5 Is equal to what V 


47 


44 


^7 


40 


45 


53 


53 


38 


47 


39 


23 


46 


40 


52 


55 




33* 


1 1/2 lbs. ' ounces 


53 


60 


56 


45 


50 


56 


56 


50 


58 


44 


31 


53 


46 


58 


58 




34* 


$3.06 ^ 10.00 ♦ 9.14 + 




































♦ 5.10 - 


89 


87 


85 


' 89 


88 


89 


90 


86 


91 


83 


79 


89 


87 


89 


88 




35* 


Rocket directed at target. 




































By how many miles did It 


86 


82 


82 


83 ' 


88 


88 


87 


83 


85 


82 


62 


88. 


81 


87 


81 






miss? 


































36* 


To job at 7:45 a.m. , 




































returned home 10 hours 


75 


72 


75 


69 


74 


78 


75 


71 


79 


68 


54 


76 


70 


77 


80 






later at what time? 


































37* 


TV sets on sale with 10X & 




































15X discount. What Is 


59 


56 


60 


53 


58 


63 


62 


54 


60 


53 


40 


63 


53 


61 


61 






difference In sale prices? 
































38 


What 1;s 6% sales tax on > 




































TV set? 


62 


60 


64 


56 


60 


64 


67 


59 


65 


54 


48 


64 


60 


63 


60 





ERIC 



48 


44 


52 


36 


49 


52 


48 


44 


49 


40 


21 


47 


45 


49 




3S 


80 


76 


76 


77 


82 


82 


80 


79 


79 


72 


56 




74 


82 






37 


34 


39 


30 


33 


45 


39 


33 


36 


28 


19 


7 


34 


39 






88 


86 


87 


85 


85 


90 


90 


87 


88 


85 


73 


87 


86 


90 




91 


54 


51 


56 


47 


52 


55 


56 


54 


56 


47 


37 


57 


48 


56 






95 


94 


93 


95 


96 


95 


96 


94 


93 


94 


91 


94 


95 


95 




95 


78 


74 


79 


70 


77 


81 


81 


73 


79 


72 


49 


77 


1 c 


0 J 




77 


83 


79 


83 


75 


81 


86 


84 


78 


88 


77 


56 


86 


78 


85 






59 
75 


56 
72 


60 
72 


51 
73 


56 
75 


65 
79 


58 
77 


59 
69 


61 
73 


53 
69 


34 
59 


60 
75 


57 
73 


60 
75 


70 


53 


55 
83 


51 

1 73 


50 
83 


51 
74 


45 
81 


6) 
84 


61 
83 


51 
79 


57 
86 


40 
82 


28 
52 


58 
83 


47 
76 


58 
87 


56 
86 


1 


84 
70 
93 
85 


82 
67 
91 
83 


82 
72 
91 
80 


83 
63 
91 
85 


84 
71 

93 
85 


86 
72 
95 
85 


04 
72 
95 
05 


82 
66 
93 
06 


84 
75 
94 
85 


85 i 
60 
85 
82 


' 60 

■ 

51 
75 
68 


86 
72 
93 
84 


82 
65 
93 
82 


72 
93 

OO 


H 
94 

QD 
OO 




73 


70 


70 


70 


71 


78 


76 


65 


73 


69 


53 


70 


70 


77 




73 


2G 
53 


24 
54 


28 
57 


20 
51 


21 
53 


33 
63 


27 
61 


21 
51 


'26 
62 


21 
51 


15 
31 


24 
59 


24 
52 


28 
61 


32 




42 


39 


45 


34 


40 


47 


41 


40 


48 


25 


27 


42 


40 


**c 






73 

58 


69 
55 


76 
57 


63 
54 


73 
56 


80 
63 


76 
56 


69 
56 


73 
61 


61 
51 


43 
40 


74 

59 


70 
53 


76 

DU 


73 


0*1' 


93 


91 


91 


92 


92 


94 


92 


92 


96 


88 


82 


92 


92 


7** 






57 
72 


53 
67 


57 

68 


49 

65 \ 


53 

70 


64 

80 


60 
72 


53 
66 


57 
77 


48 

53 ^ 


27 
-38 


61 
69 


51 
72 


59 
73 


68 


54 


54 


52 


53 


51 


50 


58 


56 


52 


58 


45 


38 


56 


51 


56 




A 7 


51 
75 
82 
82 


49 
71 
79 
79 


52 
72 
8^ 
79 


45 
71 
77 
79 


53 
77 
81 
79 


61 
78 
84 
86 


52 
75 
82 
83 


43 
73 
78 
79 


52 
78 
88 
85 


36 
64 
77 
74 


34 
50 
61 
'63 


53 
79 
81 
82 


67 
79 
79 


o\j 
77 
84 
84 


82 




71 


68 


69 


68 


75 


73 


73 


65 


73 


66 


51 


70 


69 


74 




64 


88 


84 I 


84 


84 


86 


87 


89 


87 


92 


85 


62 


88 


83 


91 







70 



■ ■ ■■ 

Individual Mathematics It^ Perfonnance' by CAEP-°2^ 17-Yeap-Olljs 
by Sex , Reg ion, SAze of Conmy n i ty 
with CAEP-1 or HAEP-2 Results Wherfe Applicable 




Description of Item 



Percentagt' of Student^N^swerlng Correctly cj^** ^* ^ 



State 
Minus 

Cities 



Sex 



Region 




All 


M 


F 


1^/ 


2 


3 


■ A 


. ' ; 5 


6 


1 


2 




4^ 


96 


96 


97 


96 


97 


98 


97 


— r- 

95 


98 


94. 


97 


~ — 

98 


96 


93 


93 


93 


92 


95 


95 


91 


94 


91 


91 
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89 


86 


88 


87 


81 


88 


87 


90 


56 


58 


54 


59 


66 


61 


53 


55 


56 


43 


61 


53 


61 


73 


80 


67 


77 


80' 


77 


71 


76 


78 


56 
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1976-77 



1 826 786 - 

2 609 X 73 - 

3 714 ♦ 7 • 

4 425 X 0.33 - 

5 2 3/8 +3 7/8- 

6 5/6 . 1/3 - . 
7* 1054 - 865 - 
8* 43 + 71 + 75 + 92 - 
9* 1/2 ♦ 1/3 - 

10* 30 is what X of 60 
11* 36 - 19 - 
12* 7.54 ♦1.52 
13* if 23.8 subtracted from 62.1 

14 2/3x3/4- 

15 SIO.OO - 1.98 - 

16 1.29 X 0.06 « 

17 K96 ♦ 0.04 - 

18 4 1/2' X 3 - 

19 3*3/4? 
20* 671 X 402 - 
21* 1826 ♦ 22 - 
22* 3052 ♦ 28 - 
23* What Is 4X of"75 
24* 1/5 Is equal to what % 
25* 1 1/2 lbs. - ounces 
26* $3.06 1;XlO.OO ♦ 9.14 ♦ 5.10- 

27 74 X 38 • 

28 150X of 8 is 

*29 4 1/4-2 1/2 - 

30 $74.46 ♦ 17 - 

31 3/8 ♦ 2 - 

32 Which set of fractions 
describes shaded part of 
rectangle 

33* Angle fonned by clock hands 

at 3 o'clock 
34* Average of three sumner 

incomes 

35* To Job at 7:45a.ni. returned 
home 10 hrs. later at what 
time 

36* Parking lot with graduated 
charges. How much from 
10:45a.m. to 3:05p.ni. 

37* 300 calories In nine ounces, 
how many In three ounces 



97 
93 
77 
95 
80 
68 
93 
95 
72 
64 
94 
92 
85 
88 
93 
62 
78 
79 
71 
84 
90 
73 
. 49 
,>5 
^ 76 
94 
92 
75 
65 
91 
69 

86 
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75 
89 

59 

76 



95 
95 
77 
88 
76 
66 
92 



95 

84 

90 

71 
80 
58 



63 
74 
94 
89 

64 
88 

66 
86 



72 
72 
87 

54 

79 



38** Jerify bPught a Ford. $200 
doW'rt* lot charge on balance 
tlOM much each of 10 paym'ts 

39 What Is $% sales tax on 
$200 TV set 

40 nr. J. fanced his 10 by 6 
feet rectangular garden. 
How much fencing used 

•41 Gallon of paint covers 250 
sq« ft. HokiMnany gallons 
for 48 by 10 

42 J. received 120 votes, M. 
received 80. What % of 
totAl did J. receive 

43 Cost of 3 Items from given 
menu 

44 90 is 75% of 

45 Which decimal smallest 

46 13 boys. 15 girls. What 
fractional part Is boys 

47 Best measure of gasoline 
tank (liter) 

48. 0.009 Is equal to what, 
fraction 

49 Area of given 6 by 2 
rectangle 

50 30 in. • ft. inches 

51 Read a circTe graph 

52 Given formula, find area 
of triangle 

53 Read size table for socks 

54 8 quarts " gallons 

55 Perimeter oT^iven 10 by 6 
rectangle 

• 56 Order; 1/4, _?^. 3/8 

57 Eight kilograms equal how 
many grams 

58 Which fraction least 

59 Q;^mate circumference of 
circle, given diameter 

60 8 est measure between two 
cities .(kilometer) 

61 Find volLBTie of box 

62 Smallest unit? (milligram) 

63 Height of tall tree from 
short tree 

64 Read unemployment graph 

65 140 m1n.« hrs. min. 

66 Which decimal greatest 

67 How many bfocks to fill 
crate 

68 357 centimeters equal how 
many meters 

69 Which bar graph gives ages 
> of ten people 



^pen>ended item 

^♦Regions do not include Big Cities 
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Report Series: Title 



Data Acquisition Plan 
Directory 

CAEP - Science Report 

CAEP - Mathematics Report 

\ College Bound Seniors Report 

Migrant Programs 
Evaluation Report 

Compensatory Education Programs 
Evaluation Report 
Minority Pupils and Staff in 
Connecticut Schools Report 
RESC Evaluation Report 

Condition of Education-Vol I 
Department Annual Report 

Condition of Education-Vol II 
Town/District Profiles Report 

Condition of Education-Vol III 
Trends & Perspectives 

Programs for Neglected 
Delinquent Children Report 

EERA Biennial Report 

EERA Summary & Interpretation 
Report: October 1980 Results 

School Staff Report 

Early School Leavers Report 

Non-Public School Report 

Teacher Supply & Demand Report 



Series Number .Year of Data 



Projected ^ 
Month Available 



BRPE-81 


-1 


1980-1981 


August 1980 


BRPE-81 


-2 


1980-1981 


October 1980 


BRPE-81 


-3A 


1979-1980 


November 1980 


BRPE-81 


-38 


1979-1980 


November 1980 


BRPE-81 


-4 


1979-1980 


November 1980 


BRPE-81 


-5 


1979-1980 


December 1980 


BRPE-81 


-6 


1979-1980 


January 1981 


BRPE-81 


-7 


1980-1981 


January 1981 


BRPE-Bl 


-8 


1980-1981 


February 1Q81 


BRPE-81 


-9 


Up to 
1979-1980 


February 1981 


BRPE-81 


.10 


?llp to 
1979-1980 


March 1981 


BRPE-81 


-1 1 


1979-1980 


February 1981 


RRPF.fll . 

ur\ r t — o 1 


■ 1 c 


1Q7Q 1 QQH 
1 ^1 / y - 1 you 


March 1981 


BRPE-81- 


■13A 


1979-1980 


April 1981 


BRPE-81- 


-13B 


1980-1981 


April 1981 


BRPE-81 - 


-14 


1980-1981 


May 1981 


BRPE-81■ 


-15 


1980-1981 


May 1981 


(BRPE-82- 


■15) 


1981-1982 


N. A. 


BRPf -81- 


-16 


1980-1981 


June 1981 



Enrollment Proj6ctions> 
Update Report 

Teacher Evaluation Report 

GTB Report 

rGraduate Fol low-up Report 

Enumerati on Report 

Out-of-School Youth Report 



(BRPE-82-16) 
BRPE-81 -17 
BRPE-81 -18 
BRPE-81 -19 
BRPE-81 -20A 
BRPE-81 -20B 



1981-19B2 
1980-19B1 
1980-1981 
1980-1981 
1980-1981 
1980-1981 



N. A. 

June 1981 
July 1981 
July 1981 
August 1981 
August 1981 



ERIC 



^^Projected Month Available Is synonymous with the month that the report Is to be 

submitted to the State Board for review and approval. 
Oindicates that this report Is produced In alternate years. 
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